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LONDON, FEBRUARY 4, 1865. 
———>—_- - 

A VERY INFLUENTIAL MEETING of London and country 
solicitors was held in the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday, the Ist inst., 
to consider the question of solicitors’ remuneration, 
with especial reference to any attempt at legislation 
in the ensuing session of Parliament. Owing to the 
illness of Mr. Bailey, the chair was taken by My. 
Williams, Vice-President of the society. 

The following important resolutions were carried :— 

Resolved—1. That the remuneration of solicitors in the 
country for Chancery business is at present so inadequate 
that many of them refuse to undertake such business at all, 
and their clients are driven to seek the assistance of 
strangers, and that it would in consequence be of advantage 
to suitors that better remuneration should be afforded. 

2. That the country solicitors present at this meeting 
cordially concur in the efforts made by the Incorporated 
Law Society, and the Metropolitan and Provincial Law 
Association, on behalf of the profession, with respect to the 
remuneration of attorneys and solicitors, and for the oppor- 
tunity now afforded by the Incorporated Law Society for 
discussing this important subject. 

3. That the suggestions of the special committee of the 
Incorporated Law Society, submitted to the Lord Chancellor, 
be approved. 

After the usual vote of thanks to the chairman, the 
meeting separated. _—— 

WE HAVE BEEN APPLIED TO on behalf of Mrs. Ibbott, 
one of the plaintiffs in the case of Zbbott v. Bell, com- 
aining of a paragraph which appeared in this Journal 
as week,* in which that case was referred to. 

We regret very much that Mrs, [bbott should have 
felt herself, even in the least, aggrieved by anything in 
this Journal, and take this, the earliest, opportunity of 
stating that she was not the person alluded to in the 
paragraph in question. We are entirely unacquainted 
with all the parties to the said suit, and were not aware 
that the words “a widow lady,” which were copied in 
perfect good faith from one of the morning papers, 
and which were, as we have since discovered upon in- 
quiry, erroneous, would have had the effect (which she 
informs us they had) of pointing the article at her. 

The paragraph itself was written without the slightest 
animus against anyone whatever, and merely as a fair 
comment on an occurrence somewhat unusual in a court 
of justice. We beg to apologise to Mrs. Ibbott for this 
meagre unintentional error, and to express publicly 
1ere, as We have already done privately, Sen much we 
regret that we should, however innocently, have caused 
her any annoyance or inconvenience. 





THE PENDING PROCEEDINGS for sale in the Court of 
Chancery, with an indefeasible title, under Part II. of the 
Land Transfer Act, do not go on either so briskly or so 
smoothly as the author of that measure may have con- 
templated. Up to the present time, no more than one 
egg appears to have been laid in the Part II. nest. Regis- 
tration with indefeasible title is another thing, but it has 
hitherto engrossed all the attention which has been 
given to the Act. A small excitement has heen kept 
up during the last two years by Parliamentary returns 
from time to time of half-a-dozen registered titles, in- 
creasing laboriously to a dozen, and by accompanying 
keen encounters of Lord Chelmsford’s and the Lord 
Chancellor’s wits, in the Lords. Probably many of our 
a *9 Sol. Jour. 259, 











readers, in the interval, may have altogether forgotten 
that on a sale in due form in the Court of Chancery, a 
vesting order may be obtained conferring an estate in 
fee, subject to the incumbrances appearing in the order, 
but free from all other estates, rights, ineumbrances, and 
interests whatsoever, including those of the Crown, 
The vesting order also enables the person in whose 
favour it is made to be put on the register, if he should 
wish it, so that a purchaser from him may be able to 
make an indefeasible title to a subsequent’ purchaser. 
Otherwise the vesting order merely gives a new root of 
title to the first purchaser, and the title afterwards grows 
in the ordinary way. 

The present application to the Court arose out of an 
order made in February last by Vice-Chancellor Kin- 
dersley, upon the first petition ever presented under the 
Land Transfer Act, praying for authority to the trustees 
of the will in the cause of Bradish vy. Ellames, 12 W. R. 
Ch. Dig. 54, to sell with an indefeasible title, certain 
portions of the estate included in a power of sale. The 
trusts were successively for one of the testator’s sons for 
life, for the son’s children in tail, for the testator’s other 
sons and his daughters in tail, for one of the trustees for 
life, and for his children in tail. The first mentioned 
son was unmarried, and all the testator’s other children 
had died unmarried; the trustee had a son and four 
daughters, of whom the son was entitled to the first 
vested estate of inheritance. The petition was_pre- 
sented by the trustees alone, upon which a question 
was raised whether the Land Transfer Act modified the 
Leases and Sales of Settled Estates Act, or only gave to 
the Court power to make sales with an indefeasible title 
where its jurisdiction to sell previously existed. The Vice- 
Chancellor inclined to the opinion that all that the new 
Act was intended to do, was to give the Court power to 
sell with an_indefeasible title where it had jurisdiction 
aliunde to order a sale, and he allowed the petition to 
be amended by adding the owner of the first estate of 
freehold and the owner of the first vested estate of in- 
heritance as petitioners. This amendment did not prac- 
tically decide the question at issue. For the Settled 
Estates Act requires the concurrence of those owners in 
the petition, and the 41st section of the Land Transfer 
Act provides that a petition may, be presented to the 
Court by any of the persons thereinbefore empowered 
to apply for registration of title, among which persons so 
empowered the first section enumerates—fourthly, trustees 
for sale of the fee simple; fifthly, the owner of the first 
estate of freehold and first vested estate of inheritance. 
Under this Act, when trustees have a mere power of 
sale, these owners would be proper parties to join in the 
application, equally as under the Settled Estates Act. 
The decision itself was open to question on the ground 
that the 49th section, which does not seem to have been 
called to the Vice-Chancellor’s attention, makes special 
provision that when any sale is about to be made 
under the order of the Court in pursuance of the Settled 
Estates Act, the Court may direct the land to be put wp 
for sale with an indefeasible title. The inference, there- 
fore, would be that the general section, the 41st, means 
something more than this special section. 

The sale having been ordered on the amended petition, 
the conveyancing counsel approved of the title; but in 
December, ten months afterwards, it was suggested 
(Re Ellames, 13 W.R. 170) that the chief clerk’s cer- 
tificate should not refer to the title alone, there being 
certain other things which the statute provided might 
also be included in the preliminary order. The Vice- 
Chancellor, on an application for this purpose being 
made to him in chambers, considered that the Act con- 
templated that every thing should be done, by petition 
or otherwise, as the general orders might direct ; and 
that as no general orders had at present been made as 
to this part of the Act, what was proposed to be done 
must be the subject of an order on petition in open 
court. This view of the Act has an important bearing 
upon the object which, according to its preamble, it has 
in view, “to render the dealing with land more simple 
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and economical.” No doubt the 41st section says that 
sales may be made by the Court with an indefeasible 
title “upon the application, by petition or otherwise, 
as general orders may direct” of certain persons ; but 
the 134th section, which was not mentioned to the Court, 
also says that “all applications to be made to the Court 
of Chancery under this Act may be made by summons 
in chambers ; and any power by this Act given to the 
Court of Chancery may, subject to any order by the 
Lord Chancellor as aforesaid, be exercised by any judge 
of the Court sitting in chambers.” There is some con- 
flict between the two sections; but if it be admitted 
that the order for sale should, according to the 41st 
section, be made upon petition, it may well be contended 
that any directory matter might be added in chambers. 
In order to form a satisfactory opinion of the order 
now made by the Vice-Chancellor, to include in the 
preliminary order certain other matters prescribed by 
the Act, it becomes necessary to set out the 43rd sec- 
tion. “ By its preliminary order or orders, the Court 
shall provide for the examination of the title to the 
land, and the ascertainment of a correct description 
thereof, and shall also make such inquiries as to the 
parties interested, either as incumbrancers, owners, or 
otherwise, and direct such notices to be given as are 
hereinbefore directed on the occasion of application to 
the registrar for registration of an indefeasible title, and 
shall also direct such other notices, if any, to be given 
as it thinks necessary to enable it to form a judgment 
as to the propriety of a sale, and shall hear, by them- 
selves, their counsel or agents, any persons interested 
in such land who may apply to them to be heard, and 
shall, upon the conclusion of such inquiries, and after 
hearing such parties, if any, as aforesaid, make such 
order as to the sale of such lands as it thinks just.” The 
Vice-Chancellor made an order to the following effect:— 
That an inquiry be directed as to the correct description 
of the land, and also that there should be such inquiries 
as to the persons interested, and such notices be directed 
to enable the Court to form a judgment, as to the judge 
in chambers should seem fit. It may be doubted whether 
in Re Hllames, the preliminary order thus supplemented 
has been made according to the true intention of the 
43rd section, Th® construction of the section is em- 
barrasing from the grammatical form which connects 
the whole of the particulars with the leading words “ by 
its preliminary order or orders” in such a manner as if 





every thing in the section were to be included in the | 


preliminary order, But obviously this is not the mean- 
ing. The particular mentioned at the end of the section, 


the order for sale, cannot be included in the preliminary | 


order, nor can the next preceding particular, the hear- 
ing of persons, be so included. The question is, 
what ought to be included in the preliminary order? 
What is the proper course of the practice? There seem 
to be five separate matters contemplated in the section 
—1, provision for examination of title and ascertainment 
of description; 2, making inquiries and directing notices, 
as in registration; 3, directing other special notices; 4, 
hearing persons; 5, order for sale. The first would be 
the proper subject of the preliminary order, while the 
second and third would be the administrative means by 
which the judge in chambers should act with regard to 
other persons not parties to the proceedings, and would 
be consequent on carrying out the preliminary order, 
rather than incidental to it. There then remain the 
judicial acts of the hearing and final order, 

The difficulties which have arisen upon this one and 
only sale in court under the Act prove the urgent need of 
general orders to elucidate the second portion of it. One 
can readily understand that there may he a disposition 
to induce landowners to resort directly to the Office of 
Land Registry instead of contenting themselves with 
obtaining in chancery an indcfeasible root of title. 
Hence orders in abundance have been made to regulate 
the practice on the other parts of the Act, but not one 
on the chancery part. Nor have any been made on 


the Declaration of Title Act, which is another chancery 
machinery for an indefeasible root of title. This is not a 
very wise policy, for both classes of chancery proceedings 
operate to qualify the landowner to come upon the 
register, while there are in many titles preliminary ques- 
tions for the disposal of which owners would consider 
application to the Court of Chancery in the first instance 
preferable to a direct resort to the Registry Office with 
the Court in prospective. 





A POINT UNDER THE NEW HiGHway Act, 27 & 28 
Vict. ¢. 101, has, we understand, been submitted for the 
opinion of the Attorney and Solicitor-General, with 
respect to the power to remove cattle to the pound. 
The authority to impound given by the Highway Act of 
Will. 4, s. 74, has been repealed by the 25th section of 
the Act of 1864, which, however, enacts “that if any 
horse, &e., be found straying on, or lying about any 
highway, or by the sides thereof (except on such parts 
of any highway as pass over any common, or waste, or 
uninclosed ground), the owner or owners thereof shall, 
for every such animal so found straying or lying, be 
liable to a penalty not exceeding five shillings, to be re- 
covered in a summary manner, together with the reason- 
able expenses of removing such animal from the highway 
where it is found, to the fields or stable of the owner or 
owners, or to the common pound (if any) of the parish, 
or to such other place as may have been provided for 
the purpose,” with a proviso as to any existing right of 
pasturage on the sides of a highway. The repealed 
section categorically authorised the surveyor, or a per- 
son deputed by him, to seize and impound, and the 11th 
section of the Act of 1864, vests in the highway board 
all the powers of the former parish surveyors ; but a 
doubt, says the case, had been raised whether, under the 
substituted enactment, all authority to seize and im- 
pound is not taken away,and whether, if an impounding 
take place, the expense of removing the animal to the 
common pound or other place, or the penalty for a 
pound breach (under section 75 of the Act of Will. 4), 
can be recovered or enforced. Upon this case the ques- 
tion was put, whether (under section 25) some or all of 
the powers relating to impounding are or not, by im- 
plication, re-enacted, and whether the penalty of five 
shillings or less, with the expense of removing and im- 
pounding in the common pound, or such other place as 
may have been provided by the highway board, or dis- 
trict surveyor, or person impounding, be or not recover- 
able by summary conviction under the general Jaw regu- 
lating petty sessional convictions ? 

Upon this case, submitted by the Oxfordshire magis- 


| trates, to the Home Secretary, and by him laid before 


the law officers of the Crown, as before-mentioned, 
those gentlemen have given their opinion to be “that 
the power of removing to the common pound, cattle 
found in a highway, in contravention of 27 & 28 Vict. 
c. 101, s, 25, does exist; that the power may be exercised 
by any person lawfully using the highway, who finds 
such cattle, and that the expenses of the removal can be 
recovered under Sir J. Jervis’s Act.” Had not this 
question been so set at rest, the country would have had 
to thank Parliament for another legislative puzzle, and 
it is not clear that even now some ill-conditioned per- 
sons may not attempt to take advantage of the fact that 
the 25th section of the Highway Act, 1864, specially re- 
peals the sections of a former Act, which give power to 
impound, but does not in words re-enact that power, 
and try whether the opinion thus promulgated will or 
not receive the sanction of the Court of Queen’s Bench. 
AMONG THE MODERN ABUSES of power which threaten 
to become crying evils, arbitrary conduct of the directors 
of joint stock companies holds no inferior position. It 
is not too much to say that shareholders and intending 
shareholders are practically completely at their mercy. 
Let us consider two instructive occurrences of recent 
date, connected with the most irresponsible and most op- 
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pressively used of all their functions—the allotment of 
shares. 

In the first case, Mr. James, a solicitor, applied 
some time ago for one hundred shares in the Oriental 
Financial Corporation (Limited), He received a letter 
from the company stating that sixty-five shares had been 
allotted to him, that the amount payable upon them at 
the rate of £5 per share was £325, and that, deducting 
the £100 paid on application for the shares, there re- 
mained due £225, of which payment was requested. It 
was further intimated in the letter that unless the 
money was paid by a certain time the allotment would 
be cancelled, and the deposit forfeited. The plaintiff 
made no reply to this letter, and also disregarded other 
ap plications which were made to him for the money. 
Ultimately, he called upon the company to return the 
£100, but they refused, and he brought the action. At 
the trial, before Mr. Baron Martin, at Guildhall, the 
jury, under the direction of the learned judge, returned 
a verdict for the defendants. A rule having been ob- 
tained in the Court of Exchequer to set aside the verdict, 
and enter a verdict for the plaintiff for £100, Mr. M. 
Smith, Q.C., showed cause against it, and contended 
that the company were perfectly justified in forfeiting 
the deposit. If the shares had been at a premium, the 
— could have realised a profit upon them; but not 

aving reached a premium, he tried not only to get rid 
of them, but to recover back the deposit, after he had 
kept the shares about four months, and prevented the 
company allotting them to any other person. The 
Court thought that the finding of the jury was correct, 
and discharged the rule. 

So far so good, and if the rights were mutual there 
would be but little, if anything, to complain of. But 
now, audi alteram partem. 

Another financial corporation (whose name we 
decline to give, but whose shares have risen to a pre- 
mium) some time ago issued the usual circulars for 
applications for shares. These were numerously re- 
sponded to, and the directors thereupon issued a fresh 
circular, stating that, in consequence of the number of 
applications, they had resolved on issuing a further allot- 
ment, and offering either to return the deposits, or to 
treat them as deposits in respect of shares in the fresh 
allotment. The latter alternative was largely accepted, 
and the directors thereupon, after a‘ further delay, pro- 
ceeded to allot every single share among themselres and 
their friends. 

Now, in this ease, it must be obvious that the seeond 
circular (in which it was expressly provided that the 
number of shares applied for were not to be increased) 
amounted to a contract to allot the extra shares among 
the applicants, if not rateably, at least substantially so. 
If any applicant was clearly inadmissible as a share- 
holder, it was the duty of the board to decline his offer 
on the day named in the first circular, and not, as they 
did, by means of the second circular, to obtain the use of 
several thousand pounds for a period of three weeks at the 
expense ef persons whom, as it appeared in the sequel, 
they had predetermined to exclude from all participation 
in the benefit. Moreover, the argument of Mr. Smith 
for the one set of directors, is clearly equally applicable 
against the other. If the shares had gone down, every 
share would have been allotted to the applicants, and 
they would have been saddled with the loss; but as they 
stood at a premium, the board appropriated them all, 
after detaining the deposits for about six weeks, and pre- 
venting the applicants from investing their money else- 
where. Yet, in this case, there was no redress, not even 
on the Stock Exchange, before the committee of which, 
as we have been informed, the facts were brought, but 
who have not considered, as we had fondly hoped they 
would, the ease of sufficient enormity to justify them in 
excluding the shares from quotation there. 

It is hard to conceive that so wanton a disregard of 
fair dealing and natural justice should be absolutely un- 
punishable; but we fear that, when the directors of a 
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— company are the delinquents, such is the 
aw. 

AN IMPORTANT QUESTION under the Divorce Act has 
been decided by the Court of Exchequer. The facts of 
the case of Mason y. Michell have been already full 
mentioned in our columns,* and the two points whic 
now came before the court were, first, whether a protec- 
tion order is valid when obtained by fraud; and, 
secondly, whether the act intended to protect property 
obtained by immoral means. Unfortunately, the court 
did not think it necessary to decide the first question, 
and although there can be little doubt that such an 
order obtained by fraud might be set aside, the decision 
of the judges sitting in banco would have given a satis- 
factory interpretation to the wording of the 21st section 
of the Divoree Act. On the second point, the Lord 
Chief Baron said,—* There could be no doubt that the 
Act of Parliament intended to confine its protection to 
the legal fruits of virtuous industry, and never designed, 
as in the present instance, to extend the privilege in 
such a manner as to give encouragement to vice and 
profligacy.” The rule was discharged, and the verdict 
will, therefore, stand as originally pronounced. 

It HAS BEEN REPORTED that the case of Miss M‘Der- 
mottt will probably come before the public again, and 
none of our readers will regret that a case in which so 
much has been done in an irregular way, and in which 
the public has been mystified, should undergo a thorough 
investigation. With the strong feelings appertaining to 
religious partisans, the opponents of Father Charles 
Bowden have been searching far and wide for damnatory 
evidence against him, and in the course of their en- 
quiries it was found that a criminal prosecution would 
be the only effectual mode of proceeding, as the girl 
herself had, under the alleged influence of the members 
of the Oratory, expressed herself satisfied with her 
present position. It will be remembered that Miss 
M‘Dermott was stated to be above sixteen years of age, 
and the ground of the report before referred to is that 
she is now discovered to have been under that age. We 
perceive that the solicitors who are acting on what we 
may not unfairly call Aer behalf in this matter, state 
that they have obtained a certificate which shows that 
she will not be sixteen years old till next August: if 
this can be substantiated the offence is proved, and we 
hope that the prosecution will not be deterred, by the 
alleged return of the girl to her mother’s custody, 
from proceeding with the matter, as it will be a real 
satisfaction to the public that the whole facts of the 
matter should be brought to light before a competent 
tribunal, instead of being hushed wp, because, forsooth, 
the character of Mr. Bowden, or any other man, is at 
stake. No such consideration moves the public mind 
when the liberty of the subject is infringed, or when 
the legitimate power of a priest is alleged to have been 
abused for purposes too bad to mention. No one will 
he more ready to court every publicity than Mr. Bow- 
den will be if his acts are in truth free from blame, and, 
if otherwise, the law demands that no favour should be 
shown to prevent his receiving his due reward. 








THE PROLONGED CHrtwynp case has at length 
brought its weary and disgusting existence to a termina- 
tion. With the merits of the sad and scandalous story 
we have nothing to do. When the different persons 
who have played out the game come to reflect upon the 
arts they have taken in it, they must feel that they 
a no cause for self-gratulation. Tt was the province 
of the jury alone to decide the questions raised in the 
cause, and we are bound to accept the verdict without 
questioning the grounds on which it is founded. The 
cause lasted ten long days. The judge is remunerated 
for trying that as well as the other causes that come be- 
fore him. The counsel in the cause are also remu- 
nerated, The jury, however, who have no personal 

* 9 Sol, Jour. 158. 7 9 sol, Jour. 209, 




















interest in it, being merely the creatures of the public, 
were, of course, left without recompense ; for no one can 
consider two shillings a day (which is all the law allows 
them) remuneration for the duties they discharged. 
They were special jurymen. We may assume then that 
they were men of some education, intelligence, and posi- 
tion ; possibly commercial men. At all events, they 
must have had some private business to attend to, from 
which they were detained for the period of ten days, con- 
fined in the unhealthy atmosphere of a crowded, un- 
ventilated court, listening to details that presented our 
frail humanity in her very lowest and most degraded 
aspect, for seven or eight hours daily, and as some of them 
at least lived at a distance from their homes, they must 
have incurred some expense, and for all this unpleasant, 
disagreeable, hard, tedious, and expensive work, their 
oa remuneration was but one guinea each, Expecting 
more from the consideration of the litigants, but not 
having been offered it, they appealed to the learned 
judge for some real compensation for the inconvenience 
and expense to which they had been put, and his Lord- 
ship, considering they were ato entitled thereto, 
applied to the Queen’s Advocate, the petitioner’s counsel, 
who said it should be attended to. After remaining 
some time in the box, the jury were told a cheque would 
be sent if agreed to by the parties. The jury, however, 
feeling indignant that their application had not been im- 
mediately responded to, refused the guinea to which they 
were entitled, and went away without any remuneration. 

This, however, is beside the question we have in 
view. It is perfectly clear that this is a most unsatis- 
factory state of things, and it urgently calls for redress, 
A remedy should be devised. There can be no doubt of 
the inadequacy of the present remuneration of jurymen, 
The increase of the business of the country requiring the 
intervention of juries, has been in proportion to the in- 
crease of the population and the commercial enterprise 
of the kingdom.’ The duties of jurymen in both civil 
and criminal cases are, therefore, more frequently re- 
quired now-a-days than formerly, and yet the niggard 
compensation dealt out to them bears no proportion to 
the increase in population and commerce. Upon this 
subject, Mr. Serjeant Pulling, in a paper recently read 
befure the jurisprudence department of the Social 
Science Association, says, “in ordinary civil cases com- 
mon jurymen have for several centuries been allowed a 
fee of eightpence a head for each cause tried, and in the 


local courts of the city of London the fee is in some | 


cases fourpence, and in others only twopence, but in 
special jury cases an allowance has been made to each 
juryman of one guinea per cause. That amount was 
fixed by 24 Geo, 2, ¢. 18, s. 2, to check ‘the great and 
extravagant fees paid to jurymen” The making an 
allowance to special jurymen and none to common jury- 
men is a gross inconsistency. It ean scarcely be con- 
tended that a proper allowance ought not to be made in 
all civil cases. 

“By establishing a fixed scale of allowance for jurymen 
in attendance, very little would be added to the actual 
costs of each case, and the reform would secure more 
punctual attendance, and encourage a better class 
of jurymen, From the fees payable by the suitors, and 
the fines for non-attendance, a fund might be formed, 
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THE vACANCY in the post of Chief Justice of the 
United States has been filled up by the appointment of 
Mr. Ex-secretary Chase to the office. The position is 
perhaps the most important and dignified which can be 
filled by any citizen of “the model republic.” The 
President himself is but a political partizan, elevated for 
a short time above the heads of his fellows, 

‘‘Who struts and frets his hour upon the stage,” 

and then falls back into—generally well-deserved— 
oblivion, But the Chief Justice is a personage of a 
very different kind, and though there, as here, and, if 
possible, even more than here, such appointments are 
only to be obtained as the reward for political services, 
still there, as here, and even more than here, the post 
once gained, the new judge is elevated above the stormy 
arena of politics, and is invested with functions in the 
yerformance of which the voice of party is, in theory, at 
bem: unheard. 

The appointment is, unlike republican offices gene- 
rally, during good behaviour, and the court over which 
the Chief Justice presides is invested with powers un- 
known to any other court of justice in the world. 

Our readers are aware that the Congress of the 
United States, unlike any other existing Parliament, is 
not the supreme legislative authority, but is, on the 
contrary, only entrusted with certain definite questions, 
everything beyond these being secured to the State 
Legislatures. To the Supreme Court of the United 
States it belongs to declare when and how Congress 
oversteps these limits ; to years this or that act of 
Congress “ unconstitutional,” and to refuse to give effect 
to it as altra vires. The position of head of a Court 
which exercises such oumasbinnes powers, besides being 
the court of ultimate appeal in the vast majority of 
questions between citizen and citizen, and in all ques- 
tions between state and citizen or state and state; a 
position, moreover, which once attained, is not, like 
almost every other office in the country, to be retained 
only by subservience to the ever-fluctuating popular 
will, is naturally the object of the highest ambition ; 
add to this that the names of those who have filled the 
post are calculated to reflect honour on any dignity 
whatsoever, and that to be the successor in oftice of John 
Marshall and Roger B. Taney, is in itself a matter for 
pride and self-gratulation, and we will be able, to some 
extent, to appreciate the importance of a position without 
a parallel in our own or any European system. 

That an office of such dignity and importance should 
be conferred as a reward, not of distinguished legal or 


| juristical eminence, but of services purely political—as 
, though the Chief Justice of England were to be selected 





| College, in New Hampshire. 


which, with the amount to be allowed under the head of | 


costs, would suffice to meet the claims of each juryman 
in attendance, and no injustice be done to anyone. The 
fees payable by suitors should be collected, as under the 
County Courts Act, on entering the cause for trial, and 
double fees should be required in all cases tried else- 
where than in the county where the cause of action 
arose or the parties resided, and a fixed extra payment 
required when a special jury was demanded.” 

To these observations we would add the recommenda- 
tion that when a cause or trial goes over the first 
day, an allowance equivalent to the first day’s remunera- 
tion should be made to the juryman for every day that 
the trial lasts, > ka 


, unanimously adopted by that body. 


' eratic Convention at Buffalo in 1848, 


from the Secretaries of State—is one of the anomalies 
which is perhaps inseparable from any thorough system 
of government by party. That this place has neverthe- 
less fallen generally to the lot of able and upright judges 
is a proof that the practical working of an institution 
does not always depend on its theoretical perfection. 
Salmon Portland Chase, sixth * Chief Justice of the 
United States, was born in Cornish, New Hampshire, 
January 13, 1808. He graduated in 1829 at Dartmouth 
Having been admitted to 
the bar, he went to Cincinnati, Ohio, and entered upon 
the practice of his profession. To this, for some years, he 
ap lied himself exclusively, taking no prominent part in 
qblities, although he belonged to the democratic party. 
In 1841 he first took a decided part in politics. He was 
then a member of the convention opposed to the further 
extension of slavery, and was the author of the address 
He took a promi- 
nent part in all the subsequent movements having this 
end in view, and was president of the Free Soil Demo- 
8 The democratic 
party in Ohio had at this time assumed the position of 
hostility to slavery in the territories. Mr. Chase was 





* Seventh, if we reckon John Rutledge, appointed by President 
ee in 1795, but whom tho senate refused to confirm in the 
place. 
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chosen United States Senator in February, 1849, on 
which occasion he received the votes of all the 
democratic members of the Legislature, together with 
those of others who were in favour of free soil. 
Though elected as a democrat, he declared that if 
the party withdrew from its position in regard to 
slavery, he should withdraw from it. This he did 
formally, in consequence of the action of the Democratic 
Convention held at Baltimore in 1852. When the Re- 
publican party was organized, expressly on anti-slavery 
ae 9 Mr. Chase took the position of one of its ac- 

nowledged leaders. Soon after the close of his sena- 
torial term in 1855, he was elected Governor of Ohio, a 
position which he filled twice, his second term closing 
in 1860. He had in the meantime been again elected 
to the Senate of the United States, but resigned his seat 
in order to accept the position of Secretary to the Trea- 
sury—i. e., Chancellor of the Exchequer—a place from 
which he was driven on the 30th June, 1864, by the re- 
velations in Congress concerning the army contracts. 
Mr. Chase enters upon the duties of his high office at the 
age of fifty-six, with a sound legal reputation, and with 
a physical vigour which gives reason to hope that he 
may be able to perform its duties for a ‘ail as long as 
that of his venerable predecessor. 





Mr. W.N. Massey, M.P. for Salford, and chairman of 
committees in the House of Commons, has accepted the 
of Finance Minister in India, rendered vacant by the office 
return of Sir Charles Trevelyan to England. It is said 
that previous to his departure Mr. Massey will be raised 
to the dignity of a privy councillor. Mr. Massey was 
called to the Bar by the Honourable Society of the Inner 
Temple on the 26th January, 1844. 





OUR READERS WILL SEE, by the report of the pro- 
ceedings in the Queen v. Rea, which will be found else- 
where in our columns, that there is a probability that 
the long-continued interruption to public business in the 
Belfast Town Council may at length be at an end, and 
the affairs of that borough be conducted with ordinary 
celerity and regularity. Mr. Rea’s last shift, ingenious 
as he has been in delay, seems to have been torn from 
him, and, with the final settlement of this case, as well 
as of the long-standing “chancery suit,” put an end to 
by Parliament last session, the burgesses of Belfast may 
hope that Othello’s occupation will be gone. 2 

AFTER LONG DELAYS Mr. Serjeant Sullivan has been 

ormally announced as the new Solicitor-General for 
ireland, and it is understool that Mr, Chas. R. Barry, 
Q.C., will succeed Mr. Sullivan as Law-Adviser ; and 
that the new serjeant will be Sir Colman O’Loghlen, 
Q.C., M.P. for Clare county. 





Ir appears by a letter from the foreman of the jury 
in the Chetrynd case that as yet those gentlemen have 
not received any compensation whatever for the in- 
convenience and expense they were put to in the ten 
days’ trial, The “guinea” which was proffered to them 
was refused, and the parties have not thought fit to offer 
any further acknowledgment of their services. 

Mr. Justice WititAms has ceased to be a member of 
the Court of Common Pleas. He had chosen to go to the 
Norfolk Cireuit, but found that he was incapable of the 
necessary fatigue, and therefore has resigned. He will 
be a serious loss to the Bench of the Common Pleas, 
where he has long been looked up to as an authority on 
hice questions of law. It is said, indeed, that he wished 
to retire some time ago, but was prevailed upon to re- 
main at the request of his brother judges. Like the late 
Mr. Justice Patteson, Mr. Justice Williams is some- 
what afflicted with deafness, but his mental capacity 
for business is still unimpared, and physical weakness 
alone has deprived the country of his valuable services, 
The name of his successor has not yet been announced. 
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ON EASEMENTS OF LIGHT AND AIR. 
(Concluded from p, 234.) 

When the case of Jones v. Tapling came before the 
Court of Exchequer Chamber, it was found that the 
violent difference of opinion existed amongst the judges 
comprising that Court. 

Blackburn, J., and Bramwell, B., were both of opinion 
that the decision of the Court of Queen’s Bench, in Ren- 
shaw vy. Bean, was erroneous; that, therefore, even the 
original obstruction of the old lights, in attempting to 
obstruct the new, was illegal, and that therefore the 
continuance of the obstruction, after the new windows 
were closed up, was illegal. Blackurn, J., did not express 
any opinion as to what would have been the effect of the 
continuing obstruction, supposing Renshaw v. Bean to 
have been properly decided; but Bramwell, B., expressed 
his opinion also that, on the hypothesis that the original 
obstruction was lawful, the continuance of the obstruc- 
tion was unlawful. 

Agreeing with Erle, C.J., in the court below, that 
the right to obstruct was only temporary, and that 
when the justification ceased, the obstruction should 
be removed, Crompton, J., did not disagree with the 
law, as laid down in Renshaw v. Bean; but he was 
of opinion that, so soon as the new windows were 
blocked up, and the windows reinstated as formerly, 
the servient owner was bound to remove the obstruction, 
being of opinion that the dominant owner did not, by 
opening new windows, either abandon or forfeit his 
ancient easement. 

Wightman, J., was also of opinion that the continuance 
of the obstruction was unlawful after the necessity for it 
ceased. 

Martin, B., was of opinion that Renshaw v. Bean was 
well decided. That the original obstruction was, there- 
fore, lawful, and that no action could be maintained by 
the deminant owner, to compel the servient owner, at his 
own expense, to remove a wall that he had lawfully 
built. 

Pollock, C.B., was of opinion that Renshaw v. Bean 
was rightly decided, and that, therefore, the original 
obstruction by the servient owner was lawful, and his 
Lordship observed, “ if a man entitled by grant or user 
to certain lights, pulls his house down or rebuilds it, with 
a total disregard of his former limited grant or user, I 
think his neighbour is entitled to consider this as an 
abandonment of the limited grant or user, and a claim to 
exercise and enjoy a greater right than had been granted 
or used before; and I think he may, therefore, obstruct 
the excess claimed, and if the claim be made by erecting 
a permanant building, the neighbour may oppose a per- 
manant obstruction. If, then, the party entitled to light, 
perceiving his error, pull down his new house, and re- 
stores the building as it was before, with such lights only 
as had been granted or used, I think he cannot maintain 
an action simply because his neighbour does not there- 
upon pull down the obstruction. He himself was the 
cause of what the defendant has done. The obstruction 
was lawful when erected, and it seems to me contrary to 
justice, and to all the analogies which the law of England 
furnishes, that a matter which was lawfully erected, 
should become unlawful at the option and by the act of 
the party whose encroachment gave rise to and justified 
it.” 

The result of the action, therefore, was in favour of 
the plaintiff below, four of the judges of the Court of 
Error holding that the continuance of the obstruction by 
the defendant was illegal, of whom two further held that 
the obstruction was, from the first, illegal, therefore in- 
volving the illegality of its continuance; whilst the other 
two judges held that the original obstruction was lawful, 
and that the continuance of it did not become unlawful by 
the act of the plaintiff in restoring the windows. From 
this decision a writ of error to the House of Lords is, it 
is understood, now pending. 

Upon this question, as to the effect of the dominant 














owner blocking up his new windows and restoring the | 
building to its former state, Mr. Gale, in his Treatise on 
Easements, 3rd ed., p. 500 (old paging 377), makes this 
observation, “‘ Whether a party is still at liberty to restore 
his tenement to its former condition, and recur to his 
former enjoyment, there is no express authority in the 
Englishlaw. It should seem, however, that he would have 
no such right, as he would have clearly evinced an inten- 
tion to relinquish his former mode of enjoyment ; and in 
addition to the actual encroachment, the uncertainty 
caused by the attempted extension of the right, would of 
itself impose a heavier burthen upon the owner of the 
servient tenement, if such return to the original right 
were permitted.” 

We may consider the question, therefore, as one prime 
impressionis ; and the principle upon which it is to be 
decided, as one the most obscure and uncertain, if we have 
to search into the origin and extinction of easements. 
Perhaps, then, the most sensible and certainly the most 
practical mode of solving the question, is to consider re- 
sults. And if we find any decision to result in such an 
anomaly as, that a lawful and discreet act of a man in 
reference to his own property is, by the subsequent act 
of the very person who rendered that act both lawful 
and discreet, to have the ex post facto effect of rendering 
that lawful act unlawful; we cannot but feel strongly 
inclined to think that there must be something wrong 
in that decision. 

We feel strongly inclined to concur in the common 
sense practical view taken of this case by the two judges 
whose names appear first in this article, as open to fewer 
anomalies of law and less inconvenience in practice, 
and we cannot help concurring with the admirable, 
and, in our opinion, unanswerable judgment of Mr. Baron 
Bramwell, that is impossible to hold that an act of owner- 
ship perfectly lawful in itself, and exercised exclusively 
on the plaintiff’s own property, can have the effect of 
giving the defendant a new right, which he had not 
before, or which had been lost by effluxion of time. True 
itis, that upon equitable principles aman cannot stand by 
and see another expending money on land, to which he 
believes himself to have a title, and then be at liberty to 
assert title to that improved land: but we do not think 
that this principle is strictly applicable to the present 
case; for although the plaintiff never, during the pro- 
gress of the defendant's building, intimated to him any 
intention of reinstating his own ancient lights, that was 
because he had no reason to suspect that he would have 
been compelled to do that which he was eventually driven 
to do—namely, restore the former windows, but had 
every reason to suspect and believe exactly the reverse. 
The truth is, that the absurdity of the decision in Ren- 
shaw v. Bean has produced a correlative absurdity in 
Jones v. Tapling, in order to prevent the other rule for 
being so oppressive as to shock common sense. 

We must not conclude these observations without 
remarking that Vice-Chancellor Wood, in a case of 
Weatherly v. Toss, 1 Hem. & Mill. 849, which was on all- 
fours in its circumstances with Jtenshaw yv. Bean, 
expressly approved of that decision, notwithstanding, 
as his Honour remarked, that doubts had been ex- 
pressed whether that case was well decided; and ac- 
cordingly, in granting an injunction to restrain the de- 
fendant, the servient owner, from building on his land 
in such a manner as to obstruct ancient windows, he not 
being able to obstruct the new without obstructing the 
old, in a case where the new windows had been in use 
for thirteen years, his Honour put the plaintiff upon terms 
of blocking up those new windows; and concluded with 
the following remark, which has a very strong bearing 
upon the question relied on by the minority of the 
judges in Junes v. Tupling. His Honour said—* If 
the plaintiff would undertake to close up the new 
windows, and to replace the ancient lights in their 
original position, he would be entitled to an injunc- 
tion; but the plaintiff should have offered to do this in 
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dant would have submitted without further litigation; 
and this new relief the plaintiff could only now have as 
an indulgence, and on payment of the costs of the suit.” 
On these terms, his Honour, following the authority of 
Jones v. Lapling, which was cited before him in the 
course of the argument, granted a mandatory injunction 
for the demolition of the building. 

Before concluding these remarks we wish to observe 
that it has always been our impression that a considered 
judgment in banco binds individual judges until reversed 
or overruled in a superior court, and we believe that the 
rule extends to individual judges, though sitting in a 
court of error, and that for the purpose of deciding a 
question which does not necessarily involve the affirmance 
or overruling of that considered judgment, the individual 
judge is not at liberty to rest his judgment on his opinion 
that that judgmeut was wrong, but that, at all events, 
he should also give his judgment upon the hypothesis 
that the considered judgment was right. 

We make these observations with reference to Mr. Jus- 
tice Blackburn’s judgment, which was entirely founded 
upon his dissent from the decision in Renshaw v. Bean. 
His Lordship, therefore, did not in reality deliver any 
judgment upon the point in dispute—whether the con- 
tinuance of the obstruction was lawful—unless upon the 
principle omne majus continet in se minus, but this would 
be illogical, as non constat when the question in Renshaw 
v. Bean comes to be discussed in a court of error, his 
Lordship may change his mind, or choose to be bound by 
the law as there decided, in which case he will not have 
expressed any opinion in Jones v. Vapling. It must, how- 
ever, be remarked that when the case of Hutchinson v. 
Copestahe came before the Court of Exchequer Chamber, 
amajority of the judges then present were prepared, if 
necessary, to overrule Penshan v. Bean, but the point 
did not call for decision. 





DEEDS OF ARRANGEMENT WITH CREDITORS. 
IV. 
(Continued from p, 261.) 

It seems clear that the mere fact that the effect of the 
deed is to place certain of the creditors in a position 
somewhat different to the rest, will not in all cases in- 
validate the deed. Thus, in Acyes v. Likins, 13 W. R. 
180, a deed of arrangement was pleaded, by which the 
creditors released the defendant from all debts, claims, 
&e., due from him to them, and from all actions, suits, 
and causes of action or suit, in respect thereof, with a 
proviso “ that the said release should not in anywise pre- 
judice or extend, or be construed to extend, to prevent 
any of the creditors from claiming or realising any 
security now held by them, or from suing any person or 
persons other than the said debtor, liable to payment 
thereof, less the amount received by them under the 
deed, nor in any way affect or prejudice the rights or 
remedies of such creditors (except as against the debtor) 
to which, but for the signing or agreeing to the deed, 
they might severally have recourse.” It was argued that 
this reservation of rights created an inequality, inas- 
much as the release contained in the deed would operate 
absolutely with regard to creditors who had no such 
rights, whereas, with regard to creditors having such 
rights, it would amount only to a covenant not to sue. 
The Court, however, upheld the deed, and Cockburn, C.J., 
in delivering judgment, said—* The inequality, if it is 
to make the deed bad, must be substantial. Now, here, in 
one case, there is an absolute release; in the other, a 
covenant not to sue; but, in substance, the effect is the 
same—viz., to stop the creditor from pursuing his 
remedy. That being so, I think that there is no real 
inequality, and that the decd is a good one.” The pro- 
priety of introducing a reservation of rights against third 
parties has been strikingly illustrated in a case very re- 
cently argued (Andrews v. Macklin, 13 W. R. 291)._ The 
plaintiff there sued two co-debtors, one of whom had exe- 
cuted a deed of composition with his creditors, to which, 
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however, the plaintiff had not given his assent, and the 
release contained in such deed was pleaded by the other 
co-debtor, in bar to the action, as an absolute release of 
the debt. The Court, without expressing any opinion 
whether such was the effect of the deed, held that, as- 
suming it to to be so, the deed would in that case be so 
unreasonable in its operation that a dissentient creditor 
would not be bound by it. 

It has been decided that where, by the deed, one of the 
creditors becomes a surety for the payment of the com- 
position to the rest, the deed will not be invalid by reason 
of a slight advantage being given to that individual over 
the general body of creditors ( Wells v. Hacon, 33 L. J. 
Q. B. 204, 12 W. R. 790).: ‘The deed there was made 
between the debtor of the first part, E. H. (one of the 
creditors) of the second part, L. J. (a trustee) of the third 
part, E. H., and the other creditors who executed or as- 
sented to the deed, of the fourth part, and the non-assent- 
ing creditors of the fifth part. It contained covenants by 
the debtor and E. H. to pay to the trustee, on registration 
of the deed, seven shillings in the pound on all the debts, 
and, before the expiration of twelve months from the 
date of the deed, two shillings and sixpence in the pound 
on all the debts but that of E. H., with a proviso that 
the separate liability of E. H. should be deemed to be in 
priority to the joint and several liability of the debtor 
and E. H., and to the several liability of the debtor. It 
contained also a covenant by the debtor with E. H., to 
pay him, on registration, and on or before the expiration 
of twelve months, the dividends in respect of his debt, 
and an undertaking by L. J., the trustee, to stand pos- 
sessed of the money paid to him in trust after the regis- 
tration of the deed, and demand in writing, by E. H. and 
the other creditors, to pay the first dividend, and, after 
the expiration of twelve months and such demand, to 
pay the several creditors the second dividend. It was 
contended that this deed was bad on the ground of in- 
equality, because E. H., one of the creditors, obtained an 
advantage over the rest, inasmuch as he could at once 
claim the dividend direct from the debtor, while the 
other creditors, although they had the joint security of 
the debtor and the surety, had it not direct, but through 
the trustee, and then only on making a demand in 
writing.* The learned judges, in delivering judgment, 
agreed that this was the effect of the deed, but held, not- 
withstanding, that it was not invalid, though the Chief 
Justice entertained considerable doubt on the point. Mr. 
Justice Blackburn stated the grounds of the decision 
thus:—‘ Three-fourths of the creditors [here] bargain 
for a surety, and give him some advantage; he is not 
quite in the same position as the others, but this is 
almost necessary, considering the nature of the arrange- 
ment, and, even if there were a beneficial difference, I 
am not prepared to say that this would affect the deed. 
It has been decided that, where there is no absolute ces- 
sion of the debtor’s property, a deed may still be within 
the Act, and I cannot see why, if a debtor is allowed to 
keep part, and transfer part to a surety, the arrangement 

“may not be within the Act.” Of course, if (as the Chief 
Justice observed) the Court could see that the arrange- 
ment was collusive, and that the real intention was to 
benefit one creditor at the expense of the others, the deed 
could not stand. There is no doubt that deeds like that 
in Wells v. Hacon, apparently perfectly reasonable, might 
in reality serve as a cloak for the improper preference of 
one of the creditors, although it might be very difficult 
to prove any actual collusion. It would, perhaps, be open 
to dissentient creditors in such a case to show that the 
price given to the creditor for his suretyship was greatly 
in excess of its real value, and thus to raise a presump- 
tion of collusion, which it would be for the debtor to 
rebut, 

In Hidson v. Barclay, 33 L. J. Ex. 273, 12 W. R. 883, 
a deed was set up containing various unreasonable pro- 





* It was also contended that E. H. was, in fact, to receive a larger 
payment than the other creditors, but the Court said that, on the 
true construction of the deed, this argument was not tenable. 





visions which, in the opinion of the Court, rendered it 
invalid, but it was sought to support it in spite of these 
provisions, by virtue of a clause which declared that if 
there was anything in the deed not authorized by the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1861, to be introduced into a composi- 
tion deed, such unauthorized thing should be obligatory 
only on those who executed or acceded to it. Mr. Baron 
Bramwell, in delivering the judgment of the Court on 
this point, said—* This is at once to put assenting and 
dissenting creditors in different positions, preventing an 
equality between them. We think, therefore, that this 
clause, instead of helping the deed, makes it worse.” 
Few, probably, would doubt that this decision was in ac- 
cordance with sound sense. It would be in the highest 
degree unreasonable that a creditor should be bound by a . 
deed the terms of which (so far as they are to bind him) 
he has no means of ascertaining with certainty; and if 
the learned judge, in saying that this provision prevented 
equality between the assenting and the dissenting credi- 
tors, and thus made the deed worse, meant only that the 
one class would be bound by a deed the terms of which 
were aecurately defined, whilst the other would be placed 
in the more disadvantageous position of being bound by 
a deed uncertain in its terms, we should not think of 
questioning the correctness of the grounds on which 
the judgment proceeded. If, however, the meaning was, 
that the burdens falling upon the assenting and dis- 
senting creditors would thereby be different, and thus 
equality would be prevented (and there was no pretence 
for saying that giving effect to the clause would at all 
benefit the assenting creditors), it may be doubted 
whether the grounds of the decision are altogether satis- 
factory. It suggests an important question which has 
more than once been discussed in the courts—viz., does 
an inequality of burden, which is to the disadvantage of 
the assenting creditors, vitiatea deed ? If, for example, a 
deed contain certain onerous provisions which the ma- 
jority would have no right to lay on the dissentient 
minority, but such provisions are expressly confined to 
assenting creditors, can a dissentient creditor take advan- 
tage of the introduction of such provisions to avoid the 
deed? This very point was distinctly raised in a case of 
White v. Bennet, argued in Michaelmas Term, 1863. The 
Court directed the case to be re-argued in the following 
term; but the parties, meantime, came to an arrange- 
ment, and consequently no judgment was pronounced 
upon it. The deed there contained certain provisions 
(amongst others a covenant of indemnity to the trustees), 
which it was admitted would have vitiated the deed if 
they had extended to all the creditors, but which were in 
terms confined to those creditors who executed or assented 
to the deed. It was argued on behalf of the plaintiff, 
a non-assenting creditor, that the deed was bad because 
it was not such a deed as he could properly be called on 
to execute. On the other hand, it was argued for the 
defendant, that the true question was, not whether it 
was a deed which a dissentient creditor ought to execute, 
but whether it was a deed which he ought to be bound 
by, and that such a creditor, who would undoubtedly 
have been bound by the deed in the absence of the provi- 
sions in question, was in no worse position because some 
other of the creditors had taken upon themselves burdens 
in no way affecting him. It issubmitted that this latter 
is the sounder view, though the point is not free from 
difficulty. ‘There is certainly considerable authority in 
support of it to be derived from the case of Maenaught v. 
Russell, 1 H. & N.G11, decided under the old Act. The 
deed in that case contained a provision by which, if any 
of the creditors, parties thereto, sued the debtor, their 
debts were to be forfeited. It was argued that this pro- 
vision was unreasonable, and invalidated the deed. In 
delivering the judgment of the Court, the Chief Baron 
said—“ It (the provision in question) is expressly confined 
to the creditors who are parties to the deed. The plain- 
tiffs arein no way bound by it. They became affected by 
reason of six-sevenths of the creditors having executed 
the deed, and wedo not think that it is of any material 
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consequence to them that the six-sevenths who have 
signed have entered into a covenant which may impose a 
hardship upon them. This wasa matter for their con- 
sideration, and the plaintiffs are in no way injured by 
their voluntarily choosing to take this obligation on 
themselves.”’ 

(70 be continued.) 








cOURTS. 
COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Before Cockpury, C.J., BuackBuURN, MELLoR, and SHEF, 
J.J.) 

Jan. 31.—EFxr parte Hugh Henry Pyke.—Mr. Stammers 
applied on behalf of Mr. Hugh Henry Pyke, formerly an 
attorney, to be re-admitted an attorney and his name re- 
stored to the rolls. It appeared that Mr. Pyke was admitted 
an attorney on the 13th of May, 1830, and continued to 
practise as such till February, 1836, when he was struck off 
the rolls at his own request, with a view to his being called 
to the bar. He was, aceordingly, called to the bar by the 
benchers of Gray’s-inn in January, 1838, and he practised as 
a barrister until October, 1843, when he was summoned 
before the benchers, and charged with having, whilst he was 
a barrister, participated, by previous agreement, in the 
profits of an attorney. Mr. Pyke had no conception that he 
had done wrong, but the benchers disbarred him. He was 
informed at the same time that there was no imputation 
against his moral character. He petitioned the judges for 
relief, and Lord Chief Justice Tindal and Mr. Justice Cole- 
ridge recommended the benchers to re-consider the matter; but 
as they refused to do so, the judges confirmed their finding. 
He afterwards made an application, though unsuccessful, to 
be restored to the rolls of the court. The Master of the 
Rolls, who is one of the benchers of Gray’s-inn, in a letter 
addressed to the applicant's father, said his son had not been 
guilty of any moral turpitude, and that he regretted the 
necessity he felt under of acceding to the resolution agreed 
to by the benchers. The learned counsel submitted that 
Mr. Pyke had not been guilty of such an offence as would 
strike him off the roll of attorneys, but only a breach of the 
conventional rules of the bar. When he ceased to be an 
attorney he bargained with the gentleman who took his 
business that he should be paid an annuity. 

The Lorp Cater Justice said it was more than that. 
He had chambers in common with the attorney, and it was 
arranged between them that their separate earnings should 
become a joint fund, and that they should equally share the 
profits. 

Mr. Stummers said even that was only an offence against 
the rules of the bar. 

The Lorn Cuter Justice said the violation of those rules 
was an imputation upon a man’s honour and conduct. 
They must assume that what the benchers did was right, 
but it was open to the learned counsel to urge that Mr. Pyke 
had sufficiently suffered for what he had done. 

Mr. Stammers said that was the ground of his appli- 
cation. 

Mr. Bovill, Q.C. (Mr. Garth with him), appeared on 
behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, and left the case in 
their Lordships’ hands. The learned counsel then handed 
in various documents in connection with the proceedings 
that had been taken against Mr. Pyke. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice, in delivering the judgment of 
the Court, alluded to Mr. Pyke’s twenty years’ exclusion 
from practice, and said he was of opinion that enough had 
not been done to entitle Mr. Pyke to the order for his re- 
admission, because he had not produced that evidence 
(which was required in all similar applications) of good 
conduct from the time when he was unfortunately excluded 
from the legal profession to the present moment. The 
Court must take it that the sentence of the benchers dis- 
barring him, confirmed as it had been by the judges, was 
= right, and that the conduct of which Mr. Pyke had 
een aceused and convieted was such as to render him 
unfit for the profession of the bar, There was nothing the 
Court was more anxious to uphold than that profession, 
and the same high honour and integrity which were essential 
to the character of a barrister were equally essential to 
the character of an attorney, and therefore he felt that an indi- 
vidual who was unfit to continue a member of the bar, ought 





certainly not to be admitted into the other branch of the pro- 
fession. The Court had to consider the duty to the suitors 
and the profession by taking care that those who were per- 
mitted to practise were persons on whom reliance could be 
placed. Mr. Pyke could renew his application on some 
future day. 

The other judges concurred. 


—— Inve Richard John Salter Robins. —In this ease the 
Solicitor-General applied on the part of Mr. Richard John 
Salter Robins, who had been struck off the rolls of this 
court, for a rule to replace his name upon the rolls. Mr. 
Robins had been an attorney at Plymouth, and in the year 
1857 was employed by a lady, named Smale, to wind up her 
husband’s estate. She paid and handed over to him a sum 
of £18, for the purpose of paying the succession duty. He, 
however, did not pay it, but appropriated it to his own use. 
He could not refund it when applied to, and the consequence 
was that he suffered six months’ imprisonment at the 
instance of Mrs. Smale, and had been struck off the rolls for 
six years. The learned counsel now produced testimonials 
of the applicant’s character previous to this occurrence, and 
up to the present time, from fifty attorneys practising at 
Plymouth and the adjoining towns. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice said that he remembered that 
the Court had promised that if Mr. Robins could produce 
evidence of his good character for twelve months, the Court 
would allow his name to be replaced upon the rolls. He 
considered the testimonials satisfactory, and allowed the 
application. 

Application granted. 


Feb. 1.—The Queen v. Rumball—The Rappahannock.” — 
This was an indictment against the defendant, an officer in 
H.M.’s dockyard at Sheerness, for assisting in the equipment 
and manning of the Victor ship, purchased from the Govern- 
ment, and afterwards sold to the Confederate States, to be 
used as a vessel of war against the Federal Government. It 
was part heard last sittings, and was adjourned to this day 
to enable the defendant to produce two witnesses, as one of 
the witnesses for the prosecution made a statement that the 
defendant spoke to him as being concerned for the Con- 
federate States in their presence. 

This morning eleven jurymen only answered to their 
names, It appeared that a Mr. Thomas Stebbing was sum- 
moned on the jury on the former occasion, but Mr. Thomas 
Stepbing was, in mistake, sworn on the jury. In re-sum- 
moning the jury Mr. Stebbing was summoned, and, on the 
mistake being discovered, it became necessary that the case 
should stand over, as it must be heard out by the same jury 
to whom the defendant had been given in charge. 


COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 

Jan. 31.—In re Samuel Oldknow, an Attorney.—tm this 
case which has been mentioned before, * it appeared that since 
the last application, Mr. Oldknow had paid his client £25 
more, and that the client expressed himself as satisfied with 
what had been done. He, therefore, once more applied for 
restoration to the roll. 

Mr. Garth, for the Incorporated Law Society, called atten- 
tion to the fact that since 1840 there has been only five 
attorneys re-admitted after having been struck off the roll. 
The learned counsel, after some comments upon the affida- 
vits produced by Mr. Oldknow, said that he did not wish 
further to oppose the application than by shortly drawing 
attention to the facts. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice said that the Court had great 
difficulty in making the order for re-admission, but they 
were induced to do so because the Court had on a former 
occasion said that if restitution were made they would re- 
consider the case, and it now appearing that Mr. Hoffman, 
the client, was entirely satisfied, the Court would, under 
the peculiar circumstances, order the name of Mr. Oldknow 
to be restored to the roll of attorneys. 

COURT OF BANKRUPTCY, 


(Before Mr. Commissioner GOULBURN.) 





Jan. 25.—Jn ve George Briggs. —This was an application 
for an order of discharge. The case was in itself unimpor- 
tant, but the following little ‘‘scene” is worth recording :— 

It appeared that the bankrupt had a heavy claim against 
certain persons for services rendered, &c., and that proceed- 
ings in chancery were pending in reference thereto. The 
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bankrupt owed a sum of £776, and the only valuable asset 
was the claim referred to. 

Mr. Aldridge, for the official assignee, did not oppose ; 
but Mr. J. R. Bailey, (solicitor) a creditor in person, asked 
the Court to adjourn the hearing, pending the completion of 
the chancery proceedings. 

Mr. Sargood objected to any delay, on the ground that the 
bankrupt’s conduct was by no means involved in the result 
of the chancery suit. 

Mr. Commissioner GouLBurn said that he was against the 
learned counsel on this point. He thought an adjournment 
was necessary, if, however (his Honour remarked) the learned 
counsel was of a contrary opinion, he might say anything he 


Mr. Sargood.—I feel that I have a public duty to perform, 
and it is the duty of the Cotrt to listen, and the duty of the 
counsel to obey the dictwim of the Court. I have no idea of 
being spoken to in these terms, counsel ought not to be put 
in this position. We do not assist the Court, and the 
Court does not assist us by thus conducting public business. 

The Commissioner GouLpurn.—I have always behaved 
with civility to the learned counsel, but he seems desirous of 
repaying me by opposite conduct. 

r. Sargood.—What 1 have said I have said with great 
“pain to myself. 

Mr. Commissioner GouLburx.—I regret it, beeause T have 
always listened with great attention to what Mr. Sargood 
has said, but we should take care that we do not allow 
counsel acting for one party always to compel us to decide a 
case according to his view. For the future I shall purposely 
abstain from uttering one word while Mr. Sargood is ad- 
dressing me. It is not always easy to decide a case without 
sometimes putting a question to the counsel, but I will now 
endeavour to do so. 

Mr. Sargood.—1 am not now complaining of questions 
being put to me, and you know it. 

Mr. Commissioner Goutpurn.—I only desired you to go 
forward with your address. 

After a long discussion as to the application for postpone- 
ment, eventually the “scene” ended by the Commissioner 
adjourning the case for inquiry in reference to a bill of sale 
executed by the bankrupt. 


Jan. 30.—Jn ve Coleman.—Mr. Henry Horner Coleman 
was an attorney, described as of 155, Fenchurch-street, and 
of 11, Royal-place, Greenwich, lately carrying on business 
in co-partnership with Henry Bradley, at 155, Fenchurch- 
street. The bankrupt attributed his failure to insufficiency 
of income, bad debts, and liabilities as surety. He came to 
the court upon his own petition on the 9th December, 1864, 
his debts being about £3,000, with doubtful assets ; this was 
a meeting for examination, but in consequence of the statu- 
tory accounts not being filed, an adjournment became in- 
evitable. 

His Honour inquired what excuse Mr. Coleman had for 
not being prepared with his accounts ? 

Mr. Coleman said that he had recently become entitled to 
a share in the property of his late mother, and until the 
value of that asset could be ascertained, it was impossible 
for him to file satisfactory accounts. 

His Honour said this case must follow the course usually 
adopted in matters where no accounts had been filed, and he 
adjourned the further hearing sine die, with liberty to the 
bankrupt to apply again when prepared. Protection two 
months. 

(Before Mr. Commissioner HoLroyp.) 

Jan 27.—In ve E. R. Edwards.—The bankrupt, Mr. 
Edward Rasbrook Edwards, was an attorney, carrying on 
business at 89, Chancery-lane, and this was an adjourned 
meeting for examination and discharge. 

The accounts show the following figures :—Creditors un- 
secured, £1,621; creditors holding security, £429; creditors 
to be paid in full, £22; against debtors good, £895 ; property 
given up, £441; and property in the hands of creditors, 
£431. 

It appeared that there had been several meetings under 
the bdibvastes. On the last occasion (the 20th December, 
1864), the bankrupt was ordered to file a eash account, and 
also to deliver to the assignees all bills of costs owing to 
him, and which now formed the principal part of his estate. 
Since then the bankrupt had filed the necessary cash ac- 
count, and he had delivered certain of the bills of costs to 
the official assignee, but others of them he had not so deli- 
vered. On behalf of the creditors’ assignee, an adjournment 





was asked in order that the bankrupt should make out and 
deliver the bills of costs still outstanding. 

Mr. Edwards.—I understand that the principal thing re- 
quired upon the last occasion was the cash account, which 
has now been filed. 

Mr. Commissioner Hotroyp, referring to the order, said 
it was quite clear that the bankrupt was required to com- 
plete the outstanding bills of costs. 

Mr. Edwards. —I regret that I did not take a copy of the 
last order. I may mention that I have no allowance out of 
my estate, and that I have a wife and five children, who are 
dependent upon me. 

lis Honour directed an adjournment of the present 
sitting, so that the bankrupt might comply with the former 
order, but he granted an allowance of £10 to the bankrupt 
out of his estate, notwithstanding that objection was made 
thereto by the assignees. 
(Before Mr. Deputy-Commissioner Winslow.) 

Jan. 28.—Re Trebileo.—This was an application made 
several days since by Mr. Reuben Smith on behalf of the 
trustees of a deed executed in the statutory form prescribed 
by the Act of 1861, and duly registered, for leave to sue a 
debtor to the estate. 

It appeared that Mr. Commissioner Evans had, on the 
2nd April, 1862, made an order in the case of Re Lovell, 
authorizing trustees of a similar deed to sue, considering 
such leave necessary on the authority of section 197 of the 
before-mentioned statute. 

The Derury-ComMissIoner, after hearing Mr. Smith, 
referred to an anonymous case reported in 6 L. T. N.S. 
Bkey. 511, heard before Mr. Commissioner Holroyd in 
June, 1862, in which an opinion was expressed that the 
trustees under a registered deed need not, under section 197, 
obtain the sanction of the Court to justify them in commen- 
cing or continuing an action or suit as in the case of a bank- 
ruptey, the provisions of that section being merely ancillary. 
Judgment was, however, reserved in the present case, to give 
the learned deputy-commissioner an opportunity of con- 
sulting the other commissioners on the point. 

To-day Mr. Commissioner Wrxstow stated that he had 
conferred with Mr. Commissioner Holroyd, who had con- 
sulted Mr. Commissioner Evans before coming to any con- 
clusion, the result being an unanimous opinion that it was 
unnecessary for trustees to apply for permission to pete 
actions for the reasons given by Mr. Commissioner Holroy: 
in the before-mentioned case. 





BAIL COURT. 
(Sittings in banco, before Mr. Justice SHEE.) 

Jan. 27.—In ve an Attorney.—In this case Mr. Inderwick 
moved for arule calling upon an attorney of this court to 
show cause why he should not pay over the sum of £110, 
and answer the two affidavits of the Rev. Henry Kilson and 
Mr. Somerville, his attorney. 

It appeared that in August last the Rev. Mr. Kilson had 
a son in the army who was indebted to certain persons. Mr. 
Kilson saw the attorney in question about these debts, and 
paid him the sum of £110 for the ae ange of settling them. 
The attorney, however, did not pay the money over to the 
creditors, who afterwards proceeded to judgment. Accord- 
ingly Mr. Kilson called upon the attorney upon the 16th 
November, and asked him to refund the money. After 
considerable correspondence he asked for a fortnight’s grace, 
he having used the money in the way of his business. That 
period was allowed him, but he had failed to comply with 
his promise. 

Mr. Justice SuzeE—But are you not late in your appli- 
cation? You have abundant grounds for the rule being 
granted; but I think you ought to have moved earlier. 

Mr. Inderwick.—We did not do so because the attorney in 
question asked us to give him time. 

Mr. Justice Sure.—Then take a rule nisi. 

Rule granted. oo 

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEAL, 
(Before all the Judges, except Crompron, J., BRAMWELL, B., 
and Bytes, J.) 

Jan. 28.—Reg. v. Janes Rowton.—The arguments in this 
part heard case* were resumed this morning by 

Mr. G. Taylor for the prosecution. 

The Court retired for consultation, and remained absent 
for about half-an-hour, when they returned todeliverjudgment, 
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The Lord Chief Justice Cocknurn said that, upon the 
first point, all the judges were agreed, and were of opinion 
that it was open to the prosecution to offer general evidence 
in rebuttal of evidence as to the prisoner’s good character. 
But as to the second question, whether the evidence of the 

risoner’s former pupil ought to have been left to the jury, 
1c had to deliver, as the judgment of the majority of the 
judges, that such evidence ought not to have been received, 
on the ground that the only evidence admissible is that of 
eneral reputation, not the private opinion of any individual. 

he learned judges who agreed with him in that opinion 
were the Lord Chief Baron, Williams, J., Martin, B., Chan- 
nell, B., Blackburn, J., Keating, J., Mellor, J., Pigott, B., 
and Shee, J.; and he might add that Mr. Justice Byles, 
who had heard the argument of the case on behalf of the 
prisoner, but was not then present, entirely agreed in that 
opinion, 

Lord Chief Justice Ence next delivered judgment in favour 
of the admissibility of the evidence in question. His 
Lordship forcibly pointed out the anomaly of permitting a 
witness to state what he knew as to the gencral opinion of 
a neighbourhood respecting a prisoner’s character, while the 
witness's mouth was closed as to his own individual opinion, 
which might be formed upon grounds infinitely more reliable 
than the general opinion of the public. 

Mr. Baron Martin said that he should have preferred it 
had the Court taken time for consideration before deciding 
the first question, aflirmatively, as his opinion was by no 
means so fixed with respect to it as those of others of their 
Lordships. The learned judge went at some length into the 
origin of the practice of calling evidence as to a prisoner's 
character, describing it as introduced in favorem vite, and 
through the benignity of the English law. It was a question 
with him whether the rule now laid down might not bea 
deviation from that benign principle. However, as their 
Lordships were so unanimous upon the question, he did not 
desire to separate himself from the judgment of the Court. 

Mr. Justice WILLEs next delivered a very elaborate judg- 
ment, in which he expressed his concurrence with the views 
laid down by the Lord Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, 

The result is that the convietion is quashed. 


CENTRAL CRIMINAL COURT. 
(Before the Recorder). 

Feb. 1.—In the case of Captain John E. Colborne, charged 
with publishing a libel on Mr. Phineas Davis, solicitor, an 
application was made by Mr. Sleigh to postpone the case 
until next session, which, after some remarks by Mr, 
Giffard, was agreed to, § --—— 

LIVERPOOL POLICE COURT. 
(Before Mr. RAFFLES.) 

Jan. 25.—Jane Wilton, a widow residing at Longsight, 
near Manchester, applied to the Court under the following 
circumstances:—She was the sister of a young man who had 
been tried at the late sessions for falsifying the books at Mr. 
Rayner’s post-oflice, and had engaged Mr. Cobb to defend 
her brother before he was committed for trial. When her 
brother was brought up before the magistrate, Mr. Cobb was 
not present to defend him. Her brother was remanded until 
the 8th of November. She then called at the office of Mr, 
Cobb and saw Mr. Ball, to whom she expressed a wish to 
withdraw the fee which she had paid. Mr, Ball then told 
her that Mr. Cobb was prepared to defend her brother, but 
Mr. Rayner was not prepared to prosecute. She called at 
Mr. Cobb’s office the next morning, and Mr, Cobb then told 
her that he could settle the case if she had £20. 

Mr. RaFFiEs.—Was anyone present when he said that? 

Mrs. Wilton.—Yes, my brother’s wife. She told him she 
was not prepared with that amount, but would give security 
for the payment of it in instalments. Mr. Cobb referred her 
to the attorney for the prosecution (Mr. Bremner). He 
replied that he would advise Mr. Rayner to take nothing of 
the sort—nothing but cash. She tried to raise the money, 
but could only raise £10, which she offered to Mr. Cobb, 
along with a bill of sale on her furniture for the remainder. 
Mr. Cobb said he could not accept that, and told her that if 
he were she he would give all he had rather than that the 
ease should go for trial. Her brother objected to give £20, 
saying that he never had any of Mr. Rayner’s money, and 
he supposed that Mr. Rayner wanted to get from him the 
money he (Rayner) had spent on Cozens and others. When 
Mr. Cobb appeared to defend her brother, he only said a few 
words, and asked that the case might be sent to trial, At 
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the sessions Mr. Rayner denied that any compromise had 
been offered. The facts she now stated were stated then by 
Mr. Littler, who defended her brother. Mr. Cobb had kept 
his fee for the part he took in regard to compromising the 
matter, and she wished to know from his Worship why he 
should keep that fee when no compromise had been effected. 
She wanted his Worship to grant her a summons against Mr. 
Cobb. Mr. Raffles told Mrs. Wilton to come to the court on 
the following day, and that in the meantime he would have 
the matter thoroughly investigated. 

Jan. 26.—Mrs, Wilton again appeared in court, and at 
the desire of Mr. Raffles, repeated, in the presence of Mr. 
Cobb, the statement she had made on the previous day, 
and said that she wanted to recover from Mr. Cobb a 
fee of one guinea which she had paid to him to defend her 
brother. 

Mr. Cobb stated that he defended the applicant’s brother 
on the 4th, 8th, and 11th of November. 

Mr. RAFFLEs observed that he had been informed that an 
attempt had been made to have the case compromised. He 
had directed Inspector Horn to inquire into the matter, for 
it would be very wrong and a very serious affiair if any of 
the police were engaged in attempting to compromise a case. 
He then told Mrs. Wilton that she would have to go with 
the matter to the County Court. 

Mrs. Wilton thought she would not be able to get the 
money in the County Court. She thought it was a case of 
false pretences. 

Mr. Cobb cautioned the applicant against saying that. 

The applicant then left the court. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
CotoneL M‘Mvurpo has been gazetted Honorary Colonel 
of the Inns of Court Volunteers. 
JOHN BepForpD, of Leomister, in the county of Hereford, 


Gentleman, to be a Commissioner to anminister oaths in the 
High Court of Chancery. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Sir, —As I was nibbling in my accustomed corner of Vice- 
Chancellor Wood's Court, on Tuesday, | overheard what 
does not seem to have reached the ears of the -reporters—or 
if it did, they deemed it unworthy of record. Mr. Daniel, 
Q.C., was arguing a ease, and wished to refer to the decision 
of the Court of Queen’s Bench, in the case of Bills and 
Another, Assignees of one Smith (a Bankrupt), v. Charles 
Smith, which he stated was reported in the Times, the 
judgment having been pronounced only the previous Satur- 
day. My. Rolt. who appeared in the case, said he should 
otter no objection, at the same time calling Mr. Daniel's 
attention to the fact that when his (Mr. Daniel's) system of 
reporting came into operation, it would still be necessary 
and desirable to make use of the latest sources of informa- 
tion. Court Movsr. 





SCOTLAND. 


Court oF Session, —Tuk YELVERTON MARRIAGE Case. 

Jan. 26.—Yelverton v. Longworth ov Yelverton.—This 
case was called on to-day on the question of the defender’s 
proposal to refer the whole matter to the oath of Major 
Yelverton. 

The Solicitor-General, for Major Yelverton, called at- 
tention to the fact that the interest of Mrs, Yelverton 
(Forbes) and her children was not represented; and he ay - 
prehended it was impossible to contend thata judgment in 
this case adverse to the pursuer would not be binding on 
the lady with whom he was now living as his wife. The 
question proposed to be referred to oath, inferred also a 
charge of adultery, and it had never been held that a ques- 
tion inferring a charge of adultery could be referred to the 
oath of either a husband or a wife. Adultery was still a 
capital crime in this country, though the public prosecutor 
had not of late years indicted parties for that crime. 

Lord Deas.—He would weed the population very much if 
he did. 

The Solicitor-General.—I hope not, my lord. No case has 
oceurred in which, after the House of Lords had given a final 
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judgment » ge evidence, a reference to oath had been al- 
see which would have the effect of leading to another 
appeal in the same case by the unsuccessful party. 

The Lord Advocate briefly replied—If the pursuer refused 
to answer on the ground of criminality, the Court would 
draw their own inference from his silence. 

The Solicitor-General said that where a witness was by 
law entitled to decline to answer a question, the law would 


not permit any adverse inference to be drawn therefrom. 


To do so would be to destroy the legal privilege altogether. 

Lord Ardmillan said that in the case of Burke and Hare 
- was the nature of the inference that the judge and jury 
drew. 

The Lord President.—In the case of Burke and Hare, the 
question arose on the credibility of the witnesses. Lord 
Cockburn was counsel for the defence, and said that in order 
to test the credibility of Hare he would make him reveal his 
whole life and conversation. 

The Lord Advocate.—The conclusion to be drawn in a 
case where a party is a witness is not a matter in which the 
witness has any interest at all. As regards his testimony 
the jury may draw what inference they please. 

The Lord President.—Inferences are drawn and commented 
on sometimes, but we would hardly draw the inference that 
the party refusing to answer should be held to be prejudiced 
thereby. 

The Court took time to consider their judgment. 








IRELAND. 


Soricirors’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION (IRELAND). 

The first general public meeting of this association was 
held last week in the Solicitors’ Hall, Four-courts. The 
chair was taken at one o'clock, by Richard J. T. Orpen, 
Esq. 

The Secretary read the report, which stated that upon the 
death of the late Richard Meade, several professional and 
private friends had resolved to perpetuate his memory, and 
subscribed various sums of money for a memorial, the pre- 
cise nature of which was not at that time defined ; but, sub- 
sequently, at a general meeting of the subscribers to that 
fund, it had been resolved that it should be applied in a 
manner consistent with his known benevolence and philan- 
thropy, and, accordingly, the net sum collected for that 
memorial had been handed over to trustees, as_the foundation 
of an association to be called ‘*The Meade Benevolent 
Association,” for the relief of necessitous members of our pro- 
fession, their widows and families. This title was afterwards 
altered to that of ‘* The Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, 
Ireland,” founded in memory of Richard Meade, thus carrying 
out the intention of the subscribers to the memorial fund, 
and, at the same time, adopting a more strictly professional 
designation for the association. The society, as now founded, 
had_for its objects the relief of necessitous members and their 
widows and families, and the other purposes contained in 
the rules and regulations. Up to the present time the sum 
of £996 5s. 7d. had been contributed. The number of the 
life subscribers to this association for the year ending 31st 
December, 1864, was thirty-two, and the number of annual 
subscribers, 109, There were other promised subscribers, 
but no subscriptions had as yet been contributed by them. 
The directors earnestly trusted that an association having 
such philanthropic and praiseworthy ends to attain, needed 
but to be simply placed before the members of the profession 
to stimulate them to increased energy and action in pushing 
it forward, and obtaining for it the support it so peculiarly 
demanded. 

Mr, WittiAM Rocue said that the institution was founded 
on one of the greatest of Christian virtues—charity. Its 
foundation-stone had been laid through the memory of a 
gentleman now passed from amongst them, who, while he 
lived, commanded the respect and esteem of all his pro- 
fessional brethren—namely, the late Richard Meade. A 
testimonial was to be carried out to him, and the promoters 
of it thought they would best effect that object by handing 
over the fund which had been collected for the purpose to 
that institution. It had progressed considerably during the 
time it had been in existence. He would now suggest that, 
after some preliminary business had been disposed of, the 
meeting should adjourn to a more convenient day and hour, 

Mr. Kenny mentioned that the attorneys and solicitors of 
Ireland were fifteen hundred in number, and he was sure 





they would have from them, at least, a subscription of £1 
each, 

Mr. C. F. Jounston moved the adoption of the report. 
He was not a director, but he had had some little share in 
getting up the association. Although the report was not as 
encouraging as they might have expected, considering the 
number of their profession, yet he trusted that when the 
existence and objects of the association should have been 
sufficiently ventilated, they would gain a large accession of 
members. He knew, with deep regret, that within the year 
several serious and pressing cases of distress had been brought 
under his notice, but unfortunately they had not the means 
of relieving them, even assuming that their rules would 
permit them to do so. He had no doubt that when their 
country brethren were aware of the existence of the associa- 
tion, they would come forward with liberal support, and 
convince the public that the solicitors of Ireland were not 
unmindful of the claims of their less tavoured brethren. 

Mr. W. J. FRekE seconded the motion. 

Mr. SHANNON said he did not quite concur with a previous 
speaker as to the position of the society. He thought that 
it was in a position to be congratulated on the progress which 
it had made. The English Solicitors’ Benevolent Society 
was started in 1861, and had now only a fund of £8,000. 

Mr. CHARLES GaussEN was of opinion that the society 
might at once endeavour to relieve cases of pressing distress. 

Mr. Rocue remarked that the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Society of England was liberally supported by the judges of 
that country. 

Thanks having been voted to the chairman, the meeting 
was adjourned to the first day of next term, at three 
o'clock. -——- 

Perry Sessions Costs. 

At the quarter sessions recently held at Ennis, the chair- 
man, Mr. O'Shaughnessy ().C., pronounced an important 
judgment with regard to the use of stamps in proceedings at 
petty sessions, overruling the practice heretofore adopted 
by the bench of magistrates at Ennis, and almost univer- 
sally throughout Ireland, and which practice appeared to 
have received the sanction of a former law adviser at 
Dublin Castle. It appears that petty sessions clerks gener- 
ally require that all persons taking out summonses should 
pay two sixpences for stamps, besides sixpence for the ser- 
vice of the summons, before they enter in the petty sessions 
book the eases for hearing. The chairman has judicially 
pronounced this practice to be illegal. The clerks, at this 
stage, have no right to demand paymant for more than one 
stamp—viz., for that upon the summonses, and are not en- 
titled to payment for a second stamp by anticipation, for 
“entry of order” which may never be made. He also 
decided that where there is no appearance for either com- 
plainant or defendant, the magistrates are not justified in 
making any order, although the bench at Ennis always 
make an order of dismissal in all such cases, and, accord- 
ingly, the chairman, after having looked at all the Acts 
bearing on the subject, pronounced a decree for sixpence 
against a barony constable who had summoned to petty ses- 
sions a defaulter for arrears of county cess, whom he charged 
(for costs) two sixpences, which he himself had been re- 
quired to pay, and had paid to the petty sessions clerk on 
taking out the summons. The summons had been entered 
for hearing, but no appearance made for either party before 
the magistrates. naa 

Court OF QUEEN’s BENCH. 

Jan. 19.—The Queen at the Prosecution of J. Lytle v. John 
Rea.—In this case their Lordships pronounced judgment at 
the sitting of the full Court, on the motion made by the 
defendant in arrest of judgment. 

Mr. Justice Fitzgerald said the information consisted ori- 
ginally of nineteen counts, charging the defendant with 
certain® alleged misdemeanours. To this information 
there was a plea of ‘‘not guilty” and also special pleas. 
A general verdict was given against the defendant, who 
now moved in arrest of judgment. The first twelve counts 
charged the defendant with using certain defamatory language 
of the prosecutor with intent to villify him and degrade him 
in his office as mayor. The 13th, 14th, 15th, and 16th 
counts charged the use of the same language with intent to 
provoke a breach of the peace, and the fast three counts 
were for a malicious libel. The prosecutor had recently, with 
the consent of the Attorney-General, entered a nolle prosequi, 
upon the four counts specified, so that the motion before 
the Court was rested on the first twelve and the last three 
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counts of the information. The defendant submitted that 
although the jury, in pursuance of their peculiar powers in 
libel cases, had decided that the publication upon which the 
three last counts were founded was a malicious libel, yet that 
it was open to him to point out to the Court that upon 
the just and reasonable interpretation of the words, this 
was not a fair inference. So far, the defendant was 
correct, because the statute conversant with such matters, and 
commonly known as Fox's Act, preserved his right to move in 
arrest of judgment, just in the same manner as before the 
statute passed. Those libel counts he might pass by without 
much observation. His opinion was, that judgment should 
be given for the prosecutor on those counts. The residue of 
the motion embraced the twelve first counts. The defama- 
tory matter charged was as follows :---‘‘I charge you with 
acting corruptly in the execution of your duty. I charge 
you as a conspiritor with Brown, Glen, Crosset, and several 
others, in packing the burgess-roll; and I say that you 
would never have been Town Councillor, Alderman, or 
Mayor of Belfast, if the burgess-roll had not been packed 
from year to year. Now, I impeach you with breach of the 
laws of the land, which you are bound to observe, and I 
charge you, as a conspirator, with degrading your office.” 
Mr. Rea also used much more language of the same cha- 
racter, There was no doubt that language so used was of a 
very defamatory character. It imputed corruption to Mr. 
Lytle in his conduct as mayor, but did not specify what the 
corruption consisted in. If the mayor had beer then engaged 
in the execution of any magisterial duty, doubtless an indict- 
ment would have lain. A justice of the peace, as such, was 
peculiarly protected, and if slandered in the execution of his 
office, the offender was liable to be indicted, or perhaps com- 
mitted by the justice himself for contempt. The present 
case, however, did not fall within that rule. It was sug- 
gested that an information conld be maintained in the Court 
of Queen’s Bench for a charge for which noindictment would 
lie. There was no authority for that proposition, and unless 
coerced by authority he could not fold it. His Lordship 
concluded that the libel counts were sustained, but that the 
counts for defamatory language had not been sustained. 

Mr, Justice Hayes said that it was only upon the first 
twelve counts that there was any difference of opinion ; the 
Court were unanimous that the last three counts disclosed 
matter for which an information lay. Now Mr. Serjeant 
Hawkins, a great authority upon the jurisdiction of that 
Court, laid down that whatsoever crime is manifestly against 
the public good, ought to come within the cognizance ofthis 
Court, although it do not inflict injury on a particular per- 
son. He did not understand that dictum as going to the 
length of asserting the Court could create a new crime ; and 
upon that opinion of Mr. Serjeant Hawkins he rested his judg. 
ment. Was the offence committed by the defendant against 
the public good? He held that it was. It was held that 

rotection should only be extended to the magistrate engaged 
in administering justice. Remembering the position and 
duties of the mayor, and the effect their due fulfilment had 
upon the public, he could not limit the protection to magis- 
trates only, but thought it should reach the mayor of a cor- 
poration, who was ex officio a magistrate. His decision was, 
that the defendant's motion to arrest judgment should fail 
upon both parts of the case. 

Mr. Justice O’Brien said the Court, as stated by his brother 
Hayes, was unanimous that the libel counts were good, as 
distinctly charging the Mayor of Belfast with an illegal 
conspiracy. The charge was libellous, and of that nature 
that could be dealt with by indictment. The first twelve 
counts, however, stood upon an entirely different ground. 
The words used by the defendant were, in his opinion, gross 
and unwarrantable. But there was no case on record in 
which a mayor, presiding only as mayor, had committed any 
person for using defamatory words such as the defendant 
used here towards Mr, Lytle. The conclusion he came to 
upon the whole case was, that judgment should pass upon 
the last three, and be arrested upon the first twelve counts 
of the indictment. 

The Lord Chief Justice, in expressing his concurrence in 
the judgment of his brother Hayes, that the motion for 
arrest of judgment should fail upon both parts of the case, 
said the question involved was one of great importance to the 
mayors of municipal corporations in reference to the duties 
they were required to Poke. If the result of this case 
was that the criminal information did not lay it would afford 
a safe prospect for insulting, defaming, and vilifying every 
mayor in Ireland with impunity. The case for the traverser 
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had been presented with great ability and great in- 
genuity; but with all respect to the learned counsel, the 
mn made rested upon a sophism as little founded on 
ogic as on authority. He did not mean to object to 
the numerous cases cited, but he drew from them this 
proposition, that from the earliest times the mayor, and 
the justice of the peace,‘and the magistrate had been held 
to be in pari jure. If the criminal information did not lie 
in this case, he did not see how any man could be got to 
assume the office of mayor. He saw no ground, therefore, 
for arresting judgment, and upon general principles easily 
understood, and most important to uphold, he gave his 
decision that sentence should be passed upon the defendant 
upon the whole record. 

Mr. Butt.—Can your Lordships pronounce sentence on 
divided judgment? 

The Lord Chief Justice. —We have decided on the motion 
in arrest of judgment. We have said ‘‘no rule,” and that is 
entered as judgment against the party. 

The Court gave leave to the defendant to file affidavits in 
mitigation of punishment, copies of the affidavits to be 
furnished to the prosecutor on or before the 1st of April. 

The Clerk of the Crown said—Mr. Rea, the Court will 
require you to be in attendance at the bar on the 20th of 
April next, being the second day of term. 

Mr. Rea,—lI will attend with the greatest pleasure. 


CuAMBerR.—Tuk LIABILITY OF 
SURETIES. 

(Before Monanan, C.J., Picor, C.B., Krogu and 
Cumistian, J.J., and FrrzGeraup, Dreasy, and HuGHes, 
B.B.) 

Thonpson v. Roberts and Morgan.—The plaintiff is the 
public officer of the Belfast Banking Company, and he sued 
the defendants on their bond to secure the faithful and 
honest discharge, by Alexander Roberts, the son of one of the 
defendants, of the duties of a writing clerk in the Belfast 
Bank, ‘and such other services as he may or shall be called 
on to perform.” It appeared that Alexander Roberts, after 
being some time in the service of the Belfast Bank as a 
‘‘ writing clerk,” was promoted to the office of cashier, and 
that he embezzled £5,000 and left the country. The action 
on the defendant’s bond was brought in the Queen’s Bench. 
The defendants pleaded that their bond only secured the 
faithful and honest discharge by Roberts of his duties as 
writing clerk, and their legal liability ceased when the bank 
installed Roberts in the office of cashier. The amount of 
the defendant’s bond was £1,000, The plaintiff demurred 
to the defence, and the Court of Queen’s Bench overruled 
the demurrer. From that decision the plaintitf appealed. 

The Lord Chief Justice and the Lord Chief Baron were of 
opinion that the judgment of the Court of Queen’s Bench 
should be affirmed. 

The five puisne judges present were of the contrary 
opinion, and accordingly the decision of the Court of Queen’s 
was reversed with costs. 

For the plaintiff, Mr. Serjt. Armstrong, Mr. Me Donnell, 
Q.C., and Mr. Carson ; for the defendants, Mr. Battersby, 
Q.C., Mr, Harrison, Q.C., Mr. O'Driscoll, and Mr. Hamill. 


Courr oF ExeneQuen 





BreACH OF PROMISE—ACTION BY ADMINISTRATOR—SPECIAL 
DAMAGE. 

Administrator of Tedford vy, Shillington.—My. Harrison, 
Q.C. (Mr. G. Fitzgibbon with him), moved on the part 
of the defendant to set aside the summons and plaint, 
as being embarrassing and not setting forth matter 
upon which an issue could be taken by the defendant. The 
action was one brought by the administrator of a deceased 
party against the defendant for breach of promise to marry 
the intestate. The pleading averred that the deceased, being 
a medical man, carried on his profession at San Francisco, 
California, and that a soveail to marry him having been 
made by the defendant, he sold off his house, medicines, 
and earriages, and caine to Ireland for the purpose of being 
married; that the young lady rejected him; and it was 
alleged, as special damage, that he was subjected to great 
loss by the refusal, having disposed of his medicines, mining 
shares, &e., in San Francisco, and also lost the benefit of the 
lady’s fortune, besides the grief and mental anguish to which 
he had been exposed, to the damage of £2,000, Counsel 
submitted that in the summons and plaint there was no 
averment of a mutual promise binding on both parties— 
that it was not shown that acceptance of the alleged proposal 
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was made known-to the young lady in a reasonable time, 
that there was no statement that the defendant had any 
fortune, and that the special damage averred had no connec- 
tion with the sale of property at San Francisco, and the 
expenses coming to Ireland ; for, whether he married or not, 
these losses would have been equally incurred. 

Mr. Serjeant Armstrong (Mr. Mackey with him) submitted 
that the plaint was a plain and intelligible statement of the 
facts connected with the promise of marriage, and that the 
word ‘* agreement” expressed a mutual assent to the pro- 
posal of marriage. As to whether the lady had a fortune or 
not, that might be a question arising at the trial, but was no 
objection to the pleading. 

Mr. Justice O’Brien did not see how the deceased having 
come over from San Francisco constituted special damage. 
It might be another matter losing the young lady’s society 
or fortune, but then it was not said she had any fortune. 

Mr. Justice Hayes thought the action more like one of 
deceit. 

Mr. Serjeant Armstrong said that in breach of promise 
of marriage there was usually deceit. As to the proof of 
special damage, that was for the judge at the trial. 

Their Lordships ordered the summons and plaint to be 
amended, referring especially to the alleged damage arising 
from the sale of mining shares in San Francisco, 








FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


FRANCE. 
Tur JUpiciAL SEPARATION OF Mr. AND Mrs, TRELAWNY, 
FORMERLY Miss Howarp. 

Miss Howard, English by birth, and whose antecedents 
are well known in Paris, where she lived in such splendour 
when the Emperor of the French was President of the Re- 
public, married, after the qguasi-repudiation, a Mr. Trelawny, 
who treated her so badly that the Imperial Court of Paris 
has just decreed a judicial separation, for which she sued. 

The Court of First Instance at Versailles, before which the 
matter was first brought, dismissed the case, stating the 
grounds were not sufficient to pronounce judgment in favour 
of the plaintiff. But the Imperial Court of Paris, by its 
decision of 20th January, 1863, reversed that judgment for 
the following motives :— 

“Considering, that it is well proved that the husband 
was guilty of gravely injuring his wife, and thathe notoriously 
abandoned her for two years without giving any notice of 
his departure, and without communicating with her during 
his absence. And that later, he visited his wife's house 
during her absence, forced it open, and evidently wished 
to create scandal. In a word, that his entire conduct was of 
a nature to prove clearly that he considered his marriage 
only as means of extorting money from his wife. This sepa- 
ration is justified by English as well as French laws for the 
grounds above stated.” 

It is to be regretted that a full report of this curious case 
was not published, for the lawyers’ speeches were of peculiar 
interest, and also an account of certain letters relating to 
the situation of Mrs. Trelawny, and addressed by the hus- 
band to a Mr. Strode. 

Cases of this kind are but the natural consequence of 
marriages contracted, no matter with whom, no matter how, 
as the last resource of a damaged reputation, 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 
LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of proprietors was held on 
‘Thursday at the office of the company. Mr. William 
Murray, M.P., chairman. 

Mr. John Deedes was elected a director, in the room of 
the Right Hon. Sir George Grey, Bart., M.P., who at his 
own request was not proposed for re-election at the pre- 
vious meeting, and Mr. Arnold W. White, son of the late 
Mr. White, the magistrate of Marlborough Police-court, was 
elected a director in the place of his late father. 

Mr. William Samuel Downes, the Actuary, read the 
directors’ report as follows :— 

‘The directors have much pleasure in presenting to the 
proprietors their report upon the accounts of the Law Life 
Assurance Society for the year 1864, as examined and certi- 
fied as correct by the auditors of the society. On the 31st 





December, 1864, the assets of the society amounted to five 
and a-quarter millions sterling, and its annual income to 
nearly half a million. The new policies issued during the 
past year were 226, with anuual premiums amounting to 
£9,954. The amounts paid during 1864, in claims upon 
death, were:—Sums assured under 211 policies, £292,782; 
bonuses paid therewith, 103,046; together, 395,828. The 
amounts paid as claims during the quinquennial period just 
ended have been as follows:—1860, £310,264; 1861, 
£390,919; 1862, £340,744; 1863, £274,760; 1864, £395,828. 
The total sums paid in claims during the five years has been: 
Sumsassured, £1,243,351; bonuses paid therewith, £469,164; 
total, £1,712,515; being on an average, £342,503 per annum. 
Although the amount paid for claims during 1864, viz., 
£395,828, considerably exceeds the amount of the simila: 
item in the accounts for 1863, in which year the claims were 
comparatively light, it is but £4,909 more than the like 
charge in 1861, and exceeds the average for the five years 
by but £53,325. The Society has to the end of the year 
1864 paid in claims upon death no less a sum than 
£6,456,008, viz.:—Sums assured, £5,078,962; bonuses paid 
therewith, £1,377,046. The total number of policies 
struck off the books during the year 1864 on ace- 
count of deaths, surrenders, expiration of term, and other 
causes, is 294, the sum assured thereby being £360,384, and 
the amount of bonus paid or surrendered during the year is 
£108,890. The sum of £5,920 18s. 8d., appearing upon the 
accounts as charges of management, comprises the following 
items, viz:—Auditors’ fees, £84; medical fees, £110 5s.; 
salaries, £3,530 10s.; advertisements, £33 6s.; postages, 
£220 3s. 7d.; policy and receipt stamps, £178 15s. 8d.; 
general expenses, £685 8s. 5d.; printing and stationery, 
£670 4s. 3d.; rates and taxes, £171 10s. 11d.; law charges, 
£236 14s. 10d. ; total £5,920 18s. 8d. During the year no 
portion of the Connemara or Mayo estates has been sold. 
The directors have deemed it advisable to expend upon 
the Connemara estate various sums in roads, fences, drains, 
and other works calculated to improve the property, and, 
at the same time, provide employment for the poorer popula- 
tion. They have likewise acquired the surrender of a lease, 
the possession of which they deemed important. Of the 
sums so expended, the directors consider £4,500 to be pro- 
perly chargeable to capital, and they have so charged it ac- 
cordingly. The income received from these estates during 
the past year has been £9,131 13s., being after the rate of 
£4 9s, per cent. on £205,640, the value of such estates as 
now standing in the society’s books, The 31st December 
last was the date up to which, under the regulations of the 
society, a quinquennial division of profits is to be made. 
The calculations necessary for the purpose of such division 
are in active progress, and every effort will be made to 
complete them at as early a date as possible. At 
previous- divisions of profits the results have been made 
known to the proprietors and assured at special general 
meetings held early in the month of June following the date 
to which the several divisions were made, and the forth- 
coming declaration of bonus will probably be made at as 
near as may be a corresponding date. In conclusion, the 
directors have the pleasure to announce that, in addition to 
the ordinary dividend, which will be payable to the pro- 
prictors on and after the 10th of April next, they propose to 
pay from the surplus profit standing to the credit of the pro- 
prietors’ guarantee fund, a bonus of 5s. per share, making, 
with the ordinary dividend of 61s. per share, a total of £3 6s, 
per share, being after the rate of 33 per cent. upon the 
amount paid up on each share.” 

The CHAIRMAN felt no difficulty in concludimg that this 
would be accepted as a satisfactory report. The office was 
flourishing, and it was only necessary to draw the attention 
of the shareholders and policy-holders to the enormous 
benefits it afforded as compared with others of more recent 
origin, to satisfy them that they had exercised a wise dis- 
cretion in associating themselves with it, and that they 
could not do better than recommend it to their friends. 
They had now five millions and a quarter of invested 
assets, and the income arising therefrom. They had 
paid upon insurances since the office was established 
£6,456,000, £5,078,000 of this being in claims on policies, 
and £1,377,000 in bonuses. This of itself was sullicient toe 
demonstrate the great advantages presented by the Law Lif 
to policy-holders. Unfortunately, during the last year they 
had experienced a larger loss from deaths than in any of the 
previous years comprised within the quinquennial period, 
but that, asa matter of fact, was of little consequence, The 
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loss was not more than £5,000 as compared with the pre- 
ceding year, and was as nothing compared with the gains, 
the increased value of money having enhanced the income 
of the company during the past year to an extent which 
amply and doubly repaid the loss which had arisen from the 
increased amount of claims in 1864, as compared with the 
previous year. The annual income of the society was now 
nearly half a million, and he need scarcely remind them of 
the effect of the accumulations upon the policies when he 
informed them that the expenditure was not half that 
amount. The excess was carried over to increase the gua- 
rantee fund and the assurance fund, but the guarantee fund 
took only one-fifth, 80 per cent. going to the insurance 
fund, to be added in the shape of bonus to the policies. 
He thought he had said sufficient to show the advantage which 
this office held out to those who insured in it, and if policy- 
holders and shareholders would unite and discharge their duty 
to the society by inducing their friends to insure, and not 
expect the directors alone to do the work, he had no doubt that 
the year 1865 would produce a great increase of business and of 
profit. After some remarks, as the duty of every man to 
make provision for his family by life assurance, and paps 
his conviction that the Law Life Assurance Society would 
continue to be, as it was at present, in character and assets, 
the first office in the kingdom, he concluded by moving the 
adoption of the report. 

A question was asked by Mr. Brown as to an apparent 
decrease in the amount of the guarantee fund as compared 
with the previous year, which Mr, Downes, the actuary, 
answered, the explanation being that the principal of the 
fund remained the same, but that as the interest arising 
upon it had been somewhat less than suflicient to pay the 
65s. a share, which the dividend, with the increased bonus 
of last year, amounted to, there was an apparent difference 
to a small extent. 

The motion was agreed to unanimously, anda vote of 
thanks to the chairman and directors concluded the pro- 
ceedings. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 
Hilary Term, 1865. 
PT ain Lyell, Esq., LL.D. (Studentship, Trinity, 1864), 


By Lincoln’s Inn—Robert Neill; Arthur Talbot Smith, 
B.A. ; Herbert Hatfield Harter, LL.B. ; Henry Alexander 
Giffard, M.A.; Walter Barnard Byles, B.A.; Frederic 
Townsend Proctor; James Thomas Hammick; George 
Ashley Dodd, B.A. ; Kenelm Edward Digby, M.A. ; Henry 
Denis Le Marchant, M.A. ; Frederic La Tour Mason, B.A. ; 
and Zachary Edwards, B.A., Esqs. 

the Inner Temple—Charles Evan Thomas, M.A. ; 
Henry James William Wheeler, B.A. ; Charles Lanyon, 
B.A. ; William Edward Murray Tomlinson, M.A. ; Thomas 
Whittenbury Wheeler, B.A.; William Cecil Smyly, 
LL.B. ; George Leigh Cochrane; James Ernest Brudenell 
Bruce ; Edward Pennefather O’Brien, B.A. ; James Albert 
Clement Tabor; Maurice Powell, B.A. ; William Frederic 
Traill, B.C.L. ; Edward Wynne Powell; and Henry Warren 
Jones, B.A., Esqs. 

By the Middle Temple—Hans Morrison, B.A. ; Wesley 
Tom, B,A.; Robert Dennison Clarke, B.A.; Thomas Mariott 
Dodington, B,A.; Edmund Lumley, B.A.; David Nasmith; 
Edmund Thomas; Edouard Arnand Esnouf; Alexander 
Muirhead Aitken ; Antonio Lorenzo Fernandes; Henry 
hg Robert Alexander; and Henry Tindal Atkinson, 

Sqs. 

By Gray’s-inn—William Lowes Rushton, Esq. 
EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY, HILARY TERM, 1865, 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION, 

The Examiners reported that the following gentlemen, 
whose names are arranged in alphabetical order, have passed 
the Intermediate Examination with distinction:— 

Francis Henry Kennan, aged 19, articled to Mr. Wil- 
liam Venn, of London. 

THOMAS JoHN Wenn, aged 19, articled to Messrs. Partrige 
& Woodward, of Birmingham. 

The number of candidates examined in this term was 77 ; 
passed,65 ; postponed, 12. 





Fina EXAMINATION. 

At the examination of candidates for admission on the 
roll, the following gentlemen, under the age of 26, have been 
recommended for honorary distinction:— 

Natper, Joun, aged 21, clerk to Mr. Frank Isaac Nalder, 
Shepton Mallett. 

WiuirAm Henry Hopson, aged 21, clerk to Messrs. 
Nowell & Priestly, Barton-upon-Humber ; and Mr, William 
Hunt, London. 

Joan Recinatp Lane, aged 24, clerk to Mr, John Lane, 
Stratford-upon-Avon; and Messrs, Routh, Rowden, & 
Stacey, London, 

WILLIAM PLumMeER Krary, aged 22, clerk to Messrs. Mee, 

3urnaby, & Denman, East Retford, 

Witiiam Wricht Kirkman, aged 22, clerk to Messrs. 
Beever, Darwell, & Taylor, Manchester. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accord- 
ingly awarded the following prizes of books:— 

To Mr. Nalder, the Prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clifford’s Inn. 

To Mr. Hodson, the Prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clement’s Inn, 

To Mr. Lane, Mr. Keary, and Mr. Kirkman, one of 
the prizes of the Incorporated Law Society each. 

The following candidates, under the age of 26, whose 
names are placed in alphabetical order, passed examinations 
which entitle them to commendation :— 

CHARLES BELL, aged 21, clerk to Mr. Nathaniel Cobham, 
Ware. 

Arruur Birp, aged 21, clerk to Messrs. Bowker & Peake, 

London. 

WittiAm Rozerr Brooks, aged 23, clerk to Messrs. 
Thomson & Son, London. 

JAMES WILLIAM CLABBURN, aged 21, clerk to Mr. Thomas 
Brightwell, Norwich; and Mr. Charles Edward Abbott, 
London. 

THomAs Henry LAMpert, aged 21, clerk to Messrs. 
J.& W. Galsworthy, and Mr. Mark Shephard, London. 

RicHarpd Baitey Pues, aged 23, clerk to Mr. Richard 
Pugh, Watford ; and Mr. Henry Drake, London. 

GrorGE WILLIAM THoMAS, aged 21, clerk to Messrs. Rice 
& Wighton, Boston ; and Messrs. Scott & Co., London. 

Rosert TrimMER, aged 21, clerk to Messrs. Hobbs & 
Collins, Reading ; and Messrs. Jenkins & Abbott, London. 

WitiiAmM Woop, Jun., aged 22, clerk to Mr. James 
Roberts, Manchester. 

The Council have accordingly awarded them certificates of 
merit. 

The examiners have further announced to the following 
candidates that their answers to the questions at the exami- 
nation were highly satisfactory, and would have entitled 
them to prizes or certificates of merit, if they had not been 
above the age of 26 :— 

AmBrosE Grppons Ditton. 

Horatio Seymour WARWICK, 

WitiAM Groves, B.A. 

Number of candidates examined, 139; passed, 122; post 
poned, 19. — 

LAW LECTURES AT THE INCORPORATED 
SOCIETY. 

Mr. H. Surety, on Common Law and Mercantile Law, 
Monday, Feb. 6. 

Mr, J. N. Hicains, on Conveyancing, Friday, Feb, 10, 


LAW 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 

At the meeting of this socicty, on Tuesday, the 31st Janu- 
ary, Mr. Willows in the chair, the question discussed was— 
**Ts the 83rd section of the old Metropolitan Building Act, 
14 Geo. 3, c. 78, limited to the Metropolis? Vernon v. 
Smith, 5 Barn. & Ald. 1; Simpson vy. Scottish Union, 
1 Hem. & Mil. 618; Hx parte Goreley, 13 W. XN. 60.” 

Mr. Rooks opened the question in the affinnative ; 
was decided in the negative almost unanimously. 


but it 








COURT PAPERS. 


COMMON PLEAS, 

This Court will, on Monday the 6th, Thursday the 9th, 
Friday the 10th, and Saturday the 11th days of February, 
hold sittings, md will proceed in disposing of the country 
new trials in the new trial paper, and of the cases standing 
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in the special paper of this court, commencing with the said 
country new trials. And this Court will, at the said sit- 
tings, proceed to give judgment in the cases, if any, that 
will then be standing over for the consideration of the Court. 
This Court will also hold a sitting on Monday, the 27th 
February, to give judgment in the cases, if any, that will 
then be standing over for the consideration of the Court. 


EXCHEQUER OF PLEAS. 

Sittings at Nisi Prius, in Middlesex and London, before the 
Right Honourable Sir Freperick ,Pottock, Knt., Lord 
Chief Baron of Her Majesty’s Court of Exchequer, after 
Hilary Term, 1865. 

SpeciaAn Juries AND ComMon JURIES. 
In Middlesex. 








Saturday Feb. 4 | Thursday............... Feb. 9 
Monday sat CREO sosccctecencicxxes a, 80 
Tuesday ‘is 4 | Batorday ......cseccsee ae ae 
Wednesday i. 
In London. 
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The Court will sit at ten o’clock each day. 

A second Court will sit for the trial of causes when neces- 
sary. 

This Court will hold a sitting on Friday, the 10th day of 
February next, and willat such sitting proceed in disposing of 
the business then pending in the paper of new trials and in 
giving judgment in mattters then standing for judgment. 

CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES, 
SPRING Circuits, 1865, 
HOME. OXFORD. 
Lorp Cuter Baron & Baamwe tt, B. Keatina, J., and Picort, B, 
Mar, 1—Hertford | Feb, 25—Reading 
6—Chelmsford { Mar. 1—Oxford 
13—Maidstone 4—Worcester and City 
20—Lewes 9—Stafford 
27—Kingston 20—Shrewsbury 
25—Hereford 
29—Monmouth 
April 1—Gloucester and City 
NORTIL WALES. 


MIDLAND. 
Martin, B., and Wittes, J. 
Feb, 28—Warwick 


| 
| 
| 
Mar. 4—Derby | 3YLEs, J. 
9—Nottingham and Town =| Mar, 8 —Welchpool 
14—Lincoln and City } 13 —Bala 
18—York and City | 17—Ruthin 
25—Leeds | 22—Carnarvon 
‘ | 25--Beaumaris 
NORPOLK, 29—Mold 
Lorp Cuter Justice.* April 1—Chester and City 
Feb. 28-—Oakham | SOUTH WALES. 
Mar. 1—Leicester and Borough | acacxnvan, J 
6—Northampton | sajna ety ” 
9~Aylesbury | Mar. 3—Haverfordwest and Town 
13—Bedford 7—Cardigan 
16—Huntingdon 10 —Carmarthen 
18—Cambridge 15 Swansea 
22 -Bury St. Edmunds 27—-Brecon 
| 29—Presteign 


27—Norwich and City 
ear etae April 1—Chester and City 


NORTHERN, WESTERN, 
MELLoR, J., and Sues, J. Crompton, J., and CuANnett, B. 
Feb. 20—Appleby Feb, 27—Devizes 
21—Carlisle Mar. 2—Winchester 


25—Newcastle and Town 9—Dorchester 
Mar. 1—Durham 13— Exeter and City 
6—Lancaster | 20—Bodmin 
10—Manchester | 25—Taunton 
25—Liverpool 31—Bristol 
(The Lorp Cater Justice of the Common Pleas will remain in tows.) 
Last day for full notice of trial—ten days before the commission-day in 
each town. 








The directors of the London and County Bank, at their 
annual general meeting, held on Thursday last, declared a 
dividend and bonus (together £3 12s. per share) for the 
half year ending December 31, payable on and after the 13th 
instant. 

‘Mr. Charles Wager Ryalls, of Trinity Hall, Cambridge, 
LL.B., and of, &e., has received permission from the Bench 





of the Honourable Society of the Middle Temple, to pfactise | 


as a special pleader. 
* Mr. Justice Williams was appointed to this cirewit before his 
resignation. 





Law Reportinc—Tue Councit’s Scueme.—The follow- 
ing resolutions have been handed to us for insertion :— 

Gray’s-inn.—At a pension held the 25th day of January, 
1865—Upon taking into consideration (pursuant to adjourn- 
ment) the communication made to this Society by the 
Attorney-General on the subject of Law Reporting, and 
also upon reading and considering the resolutions of the 
Honourable Societies of Lincoln’s-inn and the Middle 
Temple respectively, upon the same subject, it is resolved 
that this society regret that they have not sufficient con- 
fidence in the scheme to induce them to join it. Ordered 
that this resolution be communicated to each of the other 
Inns of Court. 

Lincoln’s-inn.—At a council there held the 31st day of 
January, 1865—Read the communications received from the 
other Inns of Court on the subject of law reporting, viz., reso- 
lution of the Honourable Society of the Middle Temple, dated 
the 25th of January inst. ; resolution passed by the Honourable 
Society of Gray’s-Inn on the 25th of January, and resolution 
of the Honourable Society of the Inner Temple, dated 27th 
January :—Resolved—1. That while regretting the determina- 
tion of Gray’s-inn not to join in the scheme, this Society is wil- 
ling to concur with tlie Inner Temple and Middle Temple alone, 
in giving the guarantee mentioned in the fourth rule of the 
scheme, each of the three societies guaranteeing two-sevenths 
of the £500 per annum, and to nominate two members of 
the council proposed by the first rule. 2. That at the ad- 
journed council to be holden on Wednesday, the 15th day 
of February next, this society will proceed to elect two 
members of the council under rule 1. Ordered that these 
resolutions be communicated to the other Inns of Court, 
and to Serjeant’s-inn, and the Incorporated Law Society. 


GETTING Up A Company.—At the Lord Mayor’s Court, 
yesterday week, an action was tried, ‘‘Rodogues v. Langley,” to 
recover £7 10s. for printing a prospectus of a company, to 
be called ‘‘ The Boilers’ Insurance Company.” The evidence 
showed that the company, though projected, was not estab- 
lished ; and the defendant, who had been a ‘‘ public com- 
pany’s agent,” denied that he was liable, as the plaintiff, 
according to his statement, agreed not to charge for a pros- 
pectus unless the company was formed, or ‘‘ gone through,” 
asit was termed. <A printer, named Riley, said it was the 
practice in the city of London not to charge for prospectuses 
unless the company was formed, and he had been obliged to 
follow the practice. The jury gave a verdict for £4 10s. 


Se_r-CoLovreD Puorocrarus.—A newspaper published 
in the Mauritius says:—‘‘ Photography has entered upon a 
new and unhoped-for path, and Mauritius enjoys the honours 
of this progress, thanks to M. Chambay, a true adept in 
photographic processes, who has resided many years amongst 
us, and obtained great celebrity for his views and other 
productions. M. Chambay has succeeded in fixing the 
colours of the object: the picture is taken instantaneously, 
as in other kinds of photography; the modelling and relief 
are marvellous, the blood appears to circulate beneath the 
skin, the colour is fixed, and the portraits, which present a 
surprising resemblance, are equal to the finest pastels, minia- 
ture, or water-colour drawings. M. Chambay is about to 
remove to Paris, where he will certainly createa revolution, 
not in the political, but in the photographic world.” 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE GUILDHALL HOTEL. 
Jan, 24.—By Messrs, Drnennam & Trwson. 

Freehold estate and brick-field, situate at Southall, Middlesex, con- 
taining 32 acres—Sold for £5,000. 

Leasehold ground-rent of £60 Is. per annum (for 92 years), arising 
from 27 houses, situate in Ashwell-road and Wennington-street, 
Old Ford—Sold for £2,000. 

Freehold, 7 houses, situate in Barking-road, Plaistow, producing 
£54 5s. per annum—Sold for £800. 

Copyhold residence, known as“ Church House,” situate in High- 
street, Bow; let at £52 10s. per annum —Sold for £710. 

Freehold, 3 houses, situate in Lincoln-street, Mile-end-road, produ- 
cing £69 per annum—Sold for £780. 

Jan. 25.—By Messrs. Norton & Trist. 

Freehold estate, known as “ Reedens,” comprising a residence, with 
stabling, grounds and lands, farm cottage, buildings, and cottages, 
&c., situate in the parish of Chailey, Sussex, the whole comprising 
164 acres—Sold for £9,000. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 6, St. Andrew’s-place, Regent’s-park, 
with coach-house and stabling in rear; term, 58 years unexpired ; 
ground-rent, £50 per annum—Sold for £1,330. ; 

Copyhold cottage, with garden and stabling, situate in the parish of 
Acwick, Sussex—Sold for £250. 
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By Messrs. FaREBROTHER, ChArx, & Co. 

Leases (383 years from 1856) of business premises, being Nos. 30 and 
31, St. George’s-place, Knightsbridge—Sold for £2,290. 

Leases (35 years from 1846) of workshops, situate in Anne’s-place, 
Kinnerton-street, Knightsbridge, at a yearly rent of £52 10s. per 
annum--Sold for £205. 

By Messrs. Curnnock, GALSworTHY, & CHINNOCK. 

Leasehold, three houses and shops, being Nos. 13, 17, and 18, Hounds- 
ditch; term, 57 years from 1824; ground-rent, £23 lls, 1d. per 
annum, producing £178 per annum—Sold for £2,900. 

Feb. 2.—By Mr. Marsn. 

The absolute reversion on the decease of a lady now in her 73rd year, 
to a one-third part of freehold property situate in the Strand, 
Holborn, Long-acre, Lincoln’s-inn, Bloomsbury, &c., a one-third of 
a freehold estate at Finchley of the value of £200 per annum, a one- 
third share of leasehold property at Pimlico, Chelsea, and Somer’s- 
town, and a one-third share of annuities amounting to £91. Also 
immediate possession of one-third of the surplus income, amount- 
ing to about £165 per annum—Sold for £4,750. 

AT GARRAWAY’S. 
Jan 26.— By Messrs. Ettis & Poo.e. 

Leasehold waterside premises, known as Neptune Wharf, with house 
adjoining, situate in Broad-street, Ratcliffe; held upon two leases 
from 1863, for a term of 21 years, at rents amounting to £180 per 
annum—Sold for £700. 

Leasehold premises, being No. 114, Minories; term, 21 years from 
1850, at £30 per annum—Sold for £150. 

By Messrs. CrartTer & Son. 

Lease, &c, (19 years unexpired), of the “ Carpenters’ Arms,” public- 

house, situate in Ann’s-place, Hackney-road—Sold for £660, 
By Mr. Rosrns. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 38, Robert-street, Hampstead-road ; 
let on lease at £15 per annum ; term, 94 years from 1827; ground- 
rent, £7 7s. per annum—Sold for £525. 

Ground lease of the residence, being No. 76, Grosvenor-street, New 
Bond-street ; term, 52 years unexpired at £44 a year, and held on 
lease for the whole term at £144 a year—Sold for £1,720. 

A renter’s share in the Theatre Royal, Drury-lane —Sold for 57 guineas. 

Arenter’s share in the Theatre Royal, Drury-lane—Sold for 59 guineas, 

Free admission to the Theatre Royal, Drury-lane —Sold for 14 guineas. 

: Jan. 27.—By Mr, ARBER. 

Life policy of £200, affected in the Provident Life Office on the life of 
a lady aged 90 years—Sold for £280. 

By Mr. MURRELL. 

Copyhold ground-rents, amounting to £114 10s. per annum, secured 
upon 36 houses, forming the whole of Bedford-terrace, and a large 
part of Tavistock-terrace, Upper Holloway—Sold for £1,935. 

Leasebold house, being No. 43, Perceval-street, Goswell-road ; let at 
£34 per annum; term, 74 years from 1807; ground-rent, £6 per 
annum—Sold for £175. 

Leasehold house, being No. 4, Perceval-street, Goswell-road ; let at 
£34 per annum; term, 75 years from 1804; ground-rent, £4 per 
annum —Sold for £180. 

Leasehold improved rental of £101 per annum, arising from stabling, 
forming the whole of Harvist-mews, Harvist-road, Hornsey-road ; 
held under lease for 80 years from December, !862—Sold for £1,600. 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

GRACE—At Cashel, the wife of Pierse Grace, Esq., Solicitor, of a 
daughter, 

JACOBS—On Dec. 4, at King William’s Town, the wife of 8. Jacobs, 
Esq., H.M.’s, Attorney-General for British Kaffaria, of a son. 

M‘DOWELL—On Jan. 29, at Dublin, the wife of George M'Dowell, 
Esq., LL D., F.T.C.D., ofa son. 

O’FLANAGAN—On Jan, 25, at Dublin, the wife of J. Roderick 
O’Flanagan, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of ason. 

SWANN—0n Jan. 28, at Great James-street, Bedford-row, the wife of 
J. F. Swann, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 

WALTERS—On Jan. 26, at Ewell, Surrey, the wife of William M. 
Walters, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, of a son. 

WINDLE—On Jan. 4, at Rathmines, the wife of James Fitzgerald 
Windle, Solicitor, Tarbert, county Kerry, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGE, 

SIMPON—STEVENSON— On Jan. 25, at Friars Bank, Roxburghshire, 
Peter Simpon, Esq., Glasgow, to Isabella, daughter of James Ste- 
venson, Esq , Procurator Fiscal for the county, 

DEATHS. 

FAGAN—On Jan 21, at Dublin, John Charles Fagan, Esq , Solicitor, 
— oq ofthe late Michael Joseph Fagan, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 
age ‘ 

GALLWEY-— On Jan. 23, at Dublin, William Galwey, Esq., Solicitor. 

GOODEV E—On Jan, 29, at Cook's Folly, near Bristol, Joseph Goodeve, 
Esq., late Master in Equity, Calcutta, and Professor of English 
Law at Presidency College, aged 63. 

GREGORY—On Jan. 29, at Upper Montague-street, Russell-square, 
Jonas Gregory, Esq., Solicitor, aged 88. 

MILES—On Jan. 25, at Raymond’s-buildings, Gray’s-inn, Henry 
Miles, Esq., of the Inner Temple. 

WALKER—On Jan. 28, at Tamworth-terrace, Hornsey-road, Holden 
Walker, Esq., Solicitor, of Clifford’s-inn, aged 68. 

WARNER—On Jan. 30, at Northumberland street, Strand, James 
Warner, Esq , aged 64, 

— Jan, 25, at Hastings, John Woolcot, Esq., Solicitor, 
aged 39, 


UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appear 
within Three Months:— 

Dyznr, Cuartes, Blackheath, Esq. £64 4s, Consolidated £3 per Cent. 

Annuities—Claimed by said Chas. Dyer, 
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Epwarps, Georgy Hotpnam, Bristol, Esq., and Taomas MUNNINGS 
Vickery, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Esq., deceased. One Dividend on 
= ld. £3 5s. per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by said G. H. 

wards, 

Garpiner, Harriet, Bartlett’s-buildings. Holborn, Spinster. £2 
Consolidated Long Annuities—Claimed by said H. Gardiner. 

James, Martaa, Saltford, Somerset, Spinster, afterwards wife of D. 
Ivall, Tottenham-court-road, Coachmaker, deceased. 15 Dividends 
on £13 2s. 10d. Long Annuities—Claimed by David James Ivall, the 
administrator of M. Ivall, widow. deceased. 

Raves, Jonn, Sommerfield, Norfolk, Esq, and Henry Stocxtna, 
Norwich, Esq, both deceased. £591 17s. 7d. New £3 per Cent. 
Annuities —Claimed by Rev. Nicholas John Raven, executor and 
survivor of said J. S. RdVen. 

Coswk tt, Cnarxts, and Joun BLaKER, both late of Lewes, Esqs., de- 
ceased, £156 2s, 4d. Consolidated £3 per Cent. Annnities—Claimed 
by Mary Blaker, widow, and sole executrix of said J. Blaker, the 
survivor. 

Top, Jutta, Cumberland-terrace, Regent’s-park, Widow, deceased, 
and WILLIAM STepMAN GILLETT, Guildford-street, Esq. £100 New 
£3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by said W.S. Gillett, the sur- 
vivor. 





LONDON GAZETTES, 
WHinding-up of Point Stock Companies. 


Fripay, Jan. 27, 1865, 
Limitgp in CHancery. 
Cappagh Mining Company (Limited),—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 20,to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Wood Jan 28. 
Davis & Co, Warwick-st, Regent-st, solicitors for the petitioner. 


TvEspay, Jan. 31, 1865. 
LiMiTED IN CHANCERY. 

Marlborough Club Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 10, directed to heard before the Master of the Rolls, on 
Feb 11. G.S.& H. Brandon, Essex-st, Strand, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

Anglo-French Porcelain Company (Limited),—Order to wind up, 
made by the Master of the Rolls Jan2!. Waller & Kirby, Duke-st, 
Adelphi, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Audley Hall Co-operative Cotton Spinning and Manufacturing Com- 
pany (Limited).— Order to be wound up made by the Master of the 
Rolls Jan 26. Doyle, Verulam-buildings, Gray’s-inn; agent for 
Radcliffe, Blackburn, solicitors for the petitioners. 

West Central Horse and Carriage Repository (Limited),—The Master 
of the Rolls has, by an order dated Dec 8, appointed Fredk Whinney, 
of Serle-st, Lincoln’s inn, official liquidator. 

Darjeeling Rrewery Company (Limited ).— Vice-Chancellor Kindersley 
has, by an order dated Jan 25, appointed Fredk Whinney, of Serle- 
st, Lincoln’s-inn, official liquidator. ; 

Darjeeling Brewery Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, 
on or before May 17, to send their names and addresses and debts 
or claims to Fredk Whinney, Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn. 


Hriendly Societies Dissolved. 


Farpay, Jan, 27, 1865. 


Faithful and Needful Friendly Society, Cuach and Horses, Broadmead 
bristol. Jan 19, 

Royal Olive Branch Lodge, No. 3,829, Independent Order of Odd 
Fellows, Manchester Unity Friendly Society, Old Swan Inn, Sharn- 
brook, Bedford. Jan 23. 

Murton Colliery Life and Sick Fund Society, Schoolroom, Murton 
Colliery, Durham. Jan 23, 

Painswick Benefit Society, Parish Room, Painswick, Gloucester. 


Jan 24. 
United Benevolent Friendly Society, Angel and Crown Tavern, Green- 
st, Bethnal-green. Jan 23. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Jan, 27, 1865. 
Burgin, John, Doncaster, York, Gent. Feb 21. Burgin v Brown, 
M.R. 
Feb 22. 
Feb 25. Grove 


Eastlake, Geo Shute, Plymouth, Devon, Attorney. Stewart 
v Eastlake, V.C. Wood. 

Grove, Christopher, jun, New Bond-st, Fishmonger. 
v Grove, V.C. Kindersley. 

Lyle, Joseph, Bonythorn, Cornwall, Esq. Feb 23. Re Lyle, M.R. 

Mayer, Sarah Prudence Taylor, Edith-villas, Fulham, Feb 21, Terrell 
v Mayer, M.R. 

Thompson, Leonard, York, Miller. Feb 20. Brown v Dewick, V.C. 
Stuart. 

Trory, Wm, Heigham, Norwich, Gent. 
V.C. Kindersley. 

Williams, Eleanor, Bodvari, Flint, Widow, March 4. Williams v Lloyd, 
V.C. Stuart, 


Feb 24. Lamb v Patteson, 


Tvespay, Jan, 31, 1865, 

Alston, Ezekiel Francis, Worcester, Woollen Draper. 
Reddrop v Alston, V.C. Stuart. 

Bell, John, Sunderland, Durham, Gent. Feb 23. Curths v Gibson, 
MR. 

Carter, Thos, Gloucester, Gent. Feb 28. Carter » Vick, M.R. 

Gorton, Chas, sen, Brentwood, Essex, Gent. Mareh 3. Vickers ¢ 
Gurner, MR. 


March 10, 


Miller, Wm, Lewisham, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Feb 20, Miller v 
Miller, V.C. Wood. 
* Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, Jan. 27, 1865, 
Baird, Mary Eliz, Weymouth-st, Marylebone, Spinster, March 1. 


Lewin & Co, Southampton-st, Strand, 
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Belk, Ann, Scholes, nr , Wentworth, York, Widow. 
heffield. 
March 7. 


March 20. Wake, 


— Rev Isaac, Acklam, York. Hunton, Stockton-on- 
‘ees. 
Brenneis, Danl Jas, Henrietta-st, Cavendish-sq, Surgeon Dentist. 
April 20. Berkeley, South-sq, Gray’ s-inn. 
Burnside, Rev John, Rector of Plumtree, Nottingham. March 27. 
Watson & Wadsworth, Nottingham. 


Chapman, Danl, Little Matlock, Ecclesfield, York, Forger. Feb 28. 
Parker L 4 ig Sheffield. 

Collard, Radnor-st, King’s-rd, Chelsea, Gent. Feb 16. New- 
man, ‘suffolk. lane, Cannon-st, 

Coultas, Robt. Middleton, York. Jan3l. Watson, Pickering. 

Edge, Thos, jun, Vincent- -8q, Westminster, Gas Engineer. Feb 29. 


Chester, Hammersmith. 

reer, Wm, Cleobury Mortimer, Salop, Parish Clerk. 

ro 

Harrison, Rev John Holden, Erdington, Aston-juxta-Birm, Clerk. 
March 25. Housman, Bromsgrove. 

Henshaw, Jas, sen, Crowdon, Surrey. March 15, J. & J. Hopwood, 
King William-st. 

Hibbert, Jas Valentine, Wilmslow, Chester, Com Agent. Feb 9. 
Darbishire & Ashworth, Manch. 

Hill, Geo, Sheffield, Gent. March 6. Parker & Son, Sheffield. 

Hill, Sarah, Sheffield, Widow. March 6. Parker & Son. Sheflield. 

Hosier, Hannah Elizabeth, Camberwell, Widow. March 25. Booty 
& Butt, Gray’s-inn. 

Mann, Sarah, Huntingdon, Spinster. 


March 25, 


. April 5. Hunnybun, Hunting- 

on. 

Read, Hy, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Coach Builder. March 25, 
James & Curtis, Ely-pl. 

Rhodes, Chas, Sheffield, Cooper. March 20. Wake, Sheffield. 

Santer, Eliz, Carlton-hill East, St John’s-wood, Widow. March 1. 
Talbot & Tasker, Bedford-row. 

Sherwen, Wm, Drigg, Cumberland, Yeoman. Feb 13, Hodgkin & 
McKelvie, Whitehaven. 

Singleton, John, Drigg, Cumberland, Yeoman. Feb 13. Hodgkin & 

cKelvie, Whitehaven. 

Smith, Geo Pitt, Regent-st, Esq. March 11. 
Henrietta-st, Cavendish-sq. 

Walker, Mary, South-crescent, 
Bretherton, Gloucester. 

Wells, Joseph, Holland Fen, Lincoln, Schoolmaster. 
Staniland & Wigelsworth, Boston. 


Simpson & Dimond, 


Bedford sq, Widow. March 13. 


March 29, 


Williamson, Robt, Scarborough, York, Banker. April 25. Moody & 
Turnbull, Scarborough. 
TUESDAY, Jan. 31, 1865, 
Andrews, Rev Wm, Rector of Postwick, Norfolk. Feb 27. Walker & 
Son, Swithin’s-lane. 
Avery, Francis, Welby, Lincoln, Farmer. Feb 28. White, Grantham. 
Feb 28. Merriman: 


~~ Robt, High-st, Wandsworth, Plumber. 
apham-common. 


Broadbent, Wm, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Gent. March 1. Broad- 
bent, Bolton-le-Moor, 
Bugg. Wm, Worksop, Nottingham, Innkeeper. March 15, Hodding, 


Worksop. 

7. Tatchell, Marshwood, Dorset, Esq. April3. Sparks, Crew- 

erne. 

Cooper, Robt, Club-chambers, Regent-st, Surgeon. 
& Jackson, Essex-st. 

Casto, Jose _ Hy Reynell de, Cannon-st, Esq. July 23. Mackenzie, 
Old Broa 

Haines, Berry, Yarmouth, Norfolk, Captain R.N. 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Heaton, ale Aspull, Lancaster, Yeoman. March 14, 
& Son, Wigan. 

Hughes, ve Salford Priors, Warwick, Spinster. 
& Son, Alcester. 

Hunt, Jane, Ciifton-on- Teme, Warwick, Widow. March !0, Mitchell, 
Birm. 


May !. Young 


Aprill!. Wynne, 
Ackerley 


March 25. Jones 


Jackson, Saml Bottomley, Barnsley, York, Linen Merchant. April 
1. Scholey & Skipwor ‘th. 

Jefferys, Lucy Ann, Ifield-ter, Lambeth, Spinster. Feb 28. Merri- 
man, Clapham-common. 

Meredith, Geo, Sydenham, Surrey, Civil Engineers. May 30. Rixon 


& Son, Cannon: st. 

Milward, John, Newton Abbot, Devon, Timber Merchant. 
D’ Arey & Beachey, Newton Abbot. 

Pemberton, Mary Dorothea, Sherburn Hall, Durham, Widow. 
1. Domville & Co, New-sq, go s-inn, 

Staples, Wm, Swanley, Kent, Farmer. April 1. 
Queen-st, Cheapside. 

Tayler, Rev Hy Joseph. Upton-upon-Severn, Worcester, Clerk. 


March 25. Baker & Co, Lincoln’s-inn. fields. 
Assiguments for Benefit of Creditors. 
Turspay, Jan. 31, 1865. 

Sames, Wm Thos, Blackburn, Lancaster, Wine and Spirit Merchant, 
Jan 20. Kay, Blackburn. 
Deeds registered pursuant to Bankiuptey Act, 1861. 
Farpay, Jan. 27, 1865. 
Arnold, Thos Weston, Bath, Coach Maker. 


Jan 25. 
Ballans, Mark, Selby, York, Farmer. Dec 30. Comp. Reg Jan 27. 


March 25, 
April 


Russell & Son, 


Jan 3. Conv. Reg 


Braund, John, Gunnislake, Calstock, Cornwall, Draper. Dec 30, 
Asst. Reg Jan 2. 

Caspari, Michael, aa st, London, Merchant, Jan 24. Inspec- 
torship. Reg Jan 2? 


Chambers, Geo, are row, Milk st, Hardware Manufacturer. Jan 
14. Inspectorship. Keg Jan 26 

Clayton, Wm, & Saml tiorke, Sheftield, Crinoline Skirt Manufacthirers. 
Jan2, Asst. Keg Jan 27. 

Cropper, Sam] Nathl, Nottingham, Silk Agent, Dec 29. 
an 26, 


Cony, Reg 





a ony Geo Jonas, Chester, Professor of Music. Jan 6. Conv 
eg Jan 2 


Currie, ieha Withers Coward, Salisbury, Shopkeeper. Jan 26. 


Comp Reg Jan 27. 

— a Heathficld, Sussex, Saddler. Dec 29: Conv. Reg 

nis, deo Geo, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. Dec 31. Comp. Reg 
a 

Gaffino, * Michel, St James’s Dining rooms, Church-pl, Piccadilly, 
Hotel Keeper. Jan9. Comp. Reg Jan 25. 

Game, Geo, Portsea, Watch Maker. Jan7. Comp. Reg Jan 27. 


Gibson, Mary, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Shoemaker. Jan 9. Conv. 
Reg Jan 24. 

Glover, Jos, jun, Leicester, Builder. Jan7. Comp. Reg Jan 25, 

Grocott, Mary Ann, Spinster, Wm Faulkner, Clerk, & Louisa 
Matilda Faulkner, Manch. Dec 30. Comp. Reg Jan 24. 

Hands, John Joseph, & Geo Fendlay Howell, Birm, Provision Mer- 
chants. Jan6. Comp. Reg Jan 26. 


Harding, Wm, Wellingborough, Northampton, out of business. Dec 
28. Comp. Reg Jan 25, 
— — Upholland, Lancaster, Builder. Dec 30. Release. Reg 


Jan 
Hill, awin, Nottingham, Bonnet Front Manufacturer. Jan 2, Comp. 
Reg Jan 26. 
Howes, Saml, Lpool, Merchant. Dec3i. Comp. 
Jolly, Wm, Portsea, Hants, Draper. Jan 4. Conv 
Jones, Thos, & Hugh Thomas, Lpool, Timber Merchants. 
Asst. Reg Jan 2 
Jones, Thos, Denbigh, Coal and Salt Merchant. 
Reg Jan 27. 
Kendall, Thos Cope, Lpool, Painter. Dec 31. Conv. 
Leech, John Angell, Watling-st, Warehouseman. 
Reg Jan 26. 


Reg Jan 27. 
eg Jan 26. 
Dec 30. 


Jan 18, Comp. 


Reg Jan 26. 
Jan 19. Comp. 


Lemer, John Matthew, Kentish-town-rd, Baker. Jan 12. Comp 
Reg Jan 2 25. 

Lowe, Jas, Stonebridge-wharf, Limehouse, Builder. Jin 4. Comp. 
Reg Jan 27. 

— Hy, Beeston, Nottingham, Grocer. Jan 6. Conv. Reg 
an 2. 

Meacock, Robt, Birkenhead, Chester, Plumber. Jan 16. Comp. Reg 
Jan 25, 

Mills, Fredk Edwd, Barnsbury-rd,Gent. Jan 26. Comp. Reg Jan 26, 

Morgan, Wm John, Leadenhall-st, Merchant. Jan 10. Conv. Reg 
Jan 25, 

Parsonson, Jas, Ballingdon, Essex, Boot Maker. Jan9. Comp. 
Reg Jan 26. 

Prior, John, St John’s-rd, Hoxton, Upholsterer. Jan 24. Comp. 
Reg Jan 26. 


Roberts, Thos Lloyd, & Thos Thos Roberts, Llanfairfechen, Car- 
narvon, Drapers. Dec 30. Conv. Reg Jan 26. 


Scotthorn, Thos Kendall, Northampton, Leather Merchant. Jan 2, 
Comp. Reg Jan 25. 

Sherrell, Jas Saml, King’s-rd, Chelsea, Deputy Parish Clerk. Jan 
16. Arr. Reg Jan 23 


Slarke, Jas, Croydon, Plumber. Jan 4. Comp. Reg Jan 24, 
Smyrke, Chas Fredk, burton-rd, Brixton, Builder. Dec 28. Comp. 
Reg Jan 24. 


sudds, John, Maidstone, Carriage Builder. Dec 31. Cony. Reg 
Jan 27, 

Todd, John Cattley, mgs tg Crutched Friars, Ship 
Chandler. Dec 3l. Comp. Reg Jan 27. 

Turck, Wm, & Robt Wm Barclay, Old Broad st, Merchants. Dec 31. 
Inspectorship. Reg Jan 24. 

Whitt, Joseph, Radford, Nottingham, Lace Maker. Jan 17. Conv. 
Reg Jan 2, 

Zimmern, Hermann Theodor, Mark lane, Merchant. Dee 28, In- 


spectorship. Reg Jan 25. 


Turspay, Jan. 31, (865. 
Amelam, Fredk, Lpool, Broker’s Clerk. Jan 24, 
Anderton, Vrancis, Northampton, Leasuer Seller. 
feg Jan 30. 
Archer, Ambrose, Lpool, Baker. Dec 30. Comp. Reg Jan 27. 
Bishop, John, Holland-rd, Hammersmith, Butcher. Jan 26. Comp. 
Reg Jan 3l. 
Blackburn, Joshua, Heckmondwike, York, Stone Mason. Jan 3. Cony. 
Reg Jan 27. 


Conv. 
Jan Is. 


Reg Jan 27. 
Conv, 


one, Alfred, Bristol, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Jan 2. Cony. 
Reg Jan 28. 

Davis, Geo, Bermondsey New-rd, Grocer. Jan 17. Comp. Reg 
Jan 27. 

Dawson, John, Church-st, Camberwell, Cheesemonger. Jan 5. Comp. 
Reg Jan 27. 

Desnaux, Fredk, Gresham House, Old Broad-st, Merchant. Jan 25, 


Arr. Reg Jan 27. ' 
Dunsford, Geo Wm, Oiney, Buckingham, Gent. 


Jan 28. 
Eaglesfield, John Walton, Lpool, Provision Dealer. 


Reg Jan 28. 


Dec 3!. Arr. Reg 


Jan 5. Comp. 


Evans, Jas, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Grocer. Jan 19. Conv. Reg 
Jan 27. 

Faull, Thos, St Ives, Cornwall, Mason. Jan 23. Conv. Reg Jan 30, 

Fisher, Jas, Gt Bridge, Stafford, Iron Bedstead Manufacturer. Jan 3, 
Conv. Keg Jan 3t. 

Frost, Edwd, Bristol, Painter. Jan 5. Comp. Reg Jan 30. 

Green, Hyman, Preston-st, Spitalfields, Shoe Manufacturer. Jan 16, 
Comp. Reg Jan 26. 

Griffith, Robt, Bangor, Carnarvon, Writing Slate Manufacturer. Dec 
31. Inspectorship. Reg Jan 27. 

Hawkesley, Wm, Kingston-upon-Hull, Auctioneer. Jan 17, Comp. 


Reg Jan 30. 


Hill, Wm, Kingston-upon- Hull, Printer. Dec 30. Asst. Reg Jan 26, 


Horne, Thos, Edgware-rd, Tea Dealer. Jan 26. Asst. Reg Jan 31. 
Horne, Thos John, Hampstead, Grocer. Jan 14. Cony. Reg Jan 30, 
Jeary, — Norwich, Stationer. Jan 13. Arr. Reg Jan 27. 


Keleey, J as, Salford, Lancaster, Corn Dealer. Dec 30. Conv, Reg 


Jan 27 
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_ Bava, Fish-st-hill, Provision Merchant. Jan2. Comp. Reg 

sien Sai, New Broad-st, Merchant. Jan 2. Cony. Reg Jan 28 

Millar, Jane Ann, Stockton, Durham, Milliner. Jan 3. Asst. 
Jan 

Offord, Saml, Ipswich, Working Cutler. Jan 16, 

Sellers, Wm, Burton Leonard, York, Farmer. 


Reg 


Conv. Reg Jan 30. 
Jan 16. Cony. Reg 


Jan 30. 

Smith, Rcehd, -% — aalaamalialie Haverstock-hill, Builder. Jan 11. 
Conv. Reg Jan 2 

Stott, ~~ Rochdale, Lancaster, Ironmonger. Jan 12. Conv. Reg 
Jan 3 

Taylor, <n Birm, Saddler. Dec 31. Comp. Reg Jan 27, 


‘Thompson, John Bowerbank, Sheerness, Kent, Draper. Jan 5. Comp. 
Reg Jan 28. 


Watson, Caleb David, Liverpool, Merchant and Broker. Jan 25, 
Comp. Reg Jan 
Waud, Edwd Wilkes, Whitkirk, York, Colliery Proprietor. Nov 22. 
Conv. Reg Jan 3 
Wray, Wm, “eng ‘Lincoln, Watch Maker. Jan 24. Comp. Reg 
Jan 31, 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Jan. 27, 1865, 
To Surrender in London. 
- I"; Edwin, Harrow-rd, Paddington, Plumber. Pet Jan 23. Feb 


3at2. George, Jermyn-st. 

aed Geo, Northampton-sq, Clerkenwell, Patentee of Printing in 
Oil Colours. Pet Jan 14, Feb8 at 1}. Mills, Brunswick-st, City-rd. 

Benison, Jas Fredk, York-rd, Battersea, Butcher. Pet Jan 18. Feb 
13 at 11. Cotton, Bell’s-yd, 

Bromhead, Thos, Peterborough, Northampton, Corn Merchant. Pet 
Jan 25. Feb 20 at 12. Burt & Stevens, Sonth-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Brown, Jas Andrew, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 23. Feb 
9at12. Snell, George-st, Mansion-house. 

Canham, Hy, Tabernacle-sq, Old-st-rd, China Dealer, Pet Jan 21. 
Feb 13 at 12. Hope, Ely-pl. 

Clark, Alfred Wm, Clarence-rd, Lower Clapton, Dealer in Glass. 
Jan 23, Feb22atl1. Wyatt, Great Carter-lane. 

Coombs, Hy Wm, Fisherton, Salisbury, Wiltshire, Publican. 
23. Feb 9at 12. Cooper, St Martin’s-lane, Charing-cross. 

Courtenay, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 25 (for pan), 
Feb 9at 12. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Courthope, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
12. Aldridge. 

Croyden, Wm, Fingringhoe, nr Colchester, Essex, Relieving Officer. 
Pet Jan 24. Feb 20 at 11. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 
Deem, Alfred, brighton, Auctioner. Pet Jan 23. Feb 13 att. 

laters & Hackwood, Walbrook. 
Downie, John Robt Rendle, St. James’-ter, Vauxhall Bridge-rd, out 


Pet 
Pet Jan 
Adj Jan 21. Feb 8 at 


Link- 


of business, Pet Jan24. Feb8atl. Pope, Old Broad-st. 

Durrant, Wm, Norfolk, Farming Bailiff. Pet Jan 24. Feb 9 at Ll. 
Tillet, Norwich. 

Felgate, Wm, Sydney-sy, Commercial-rd, Builler. Pet Jan 25, feb 
8at2. Boydell, Bloomsbury. 

Gibbs, Wm, Whitechapel-rd, Grocer. Pet Jan25. Feb9atl. Davis, 
Gresham-st. 

Giles, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 23. Feb 8 at 12, 


Hill, Basinghall-st. 
Hancock, Hy Palmer, Woburn-buildings, Euston-sq, Commercial 
Traveller. Pet Jan 21. Feb9atll. Beard, Gasinghall-st. 
Harris, Thos Cade, Grosvenor-rd, Pimlico, Miscellaneous Dealer. 
Jan 24, Feb 20atl1l. Kent, Strand. 

Isaacs, Saml, Pickering-mews, Paddington, Greengrocer. 
Feb 9 at 12. George, Jermyn-st. 

Jacobs, Saml, Park-side, Knightsbridge, Jeweller. 
21 atl. Hutchinson, Pimlico. 

Keylok, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
Stark, Furnival’s-inn. 

Lakin, Joseph, Edgware-rd, Linendraper. 
Treherne & Wolferstan, Aldermanbnry. 

Lamb, Thos, Portugal-st, Lincoln’s-iun-fields, out of employment. 
Pet Jan 23. Feb 8 at 12. Peverley, Coleman-st, 

Levy, Nathaniel, Little Alie-st, Printseller. Pet Jan 24, 
Dobie, Guildhall-chambers. 

Moore, lly, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Attorney. Pet Jan 23. Feb 
22 at 12. Gibbs, Poultry. 

Nives, Fredk Wm, Southampton, Hairdresser. Pet Jan 75. Feb8 
at 2. Coxwell & Basset, Southampton, 

Power, Hy Alfred, Carlisle-st, Soho, out of business. 
Feb 13 at 11. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl. 

Price, Edwd, Pimlico, Mason. Pet Jan 23. Feb 9 atl. 

Riches, Jas, Kelling, Norfolk, Farmer. Tet Jan 20. 
Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

Strutt, Geo, Prisoner for De bt, London, 
Aldridge. 
Tugwell, John, Horsham, 
Webb, Austin-friars. 
Turner, Leonard Pethwick, Wrestler’s-pl, Bishopsgate, Painter, 
Jan 23. Feb8atili. Wood & Ring, Basinghall-st. 

Watts, Alfred, Freemantle, Hants, Builder. Pet Jan 25. 
Shary & Co, Shouthampton. 

Webster, Joseph, Lee, Kent, out of business. Pet Jan 24. 
Few & Co, High-st, Southwark. 

Wheeler, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
Aldridge, 

Whittle, Chas, Waterloo-rd, Lambeth, Clerk. Pet Jan 24. 
Spicer, Holborn. 

Wickwar, Francis, Walham-green, Gent. 
Geoghegan, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Williams, Thos, Kensington, Clerk. Pet Jan 25, 
Lovesay, Strand. 

Wilson, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, 
Aldridge. 


Pet 
Pet Jan 24, 
Pet Jan 23. Feb 
Pet Jan 23. Feb 20 at 12. 
Pet Jan 23, Feb 22 at 11. 


Feb 8 atl. 


Pet Jan 19. 


Lewin, Strand, 
Feb 9 at 11. 


Feb 8 at 12 
Pet Jan 23. Feb8 atl, 


Adj Jan 21, 
Sussex, Stationer. 
Pet 
Feb 8 at 1. 
Feb 9at ll. 
Jan 21. Feb 8 at 12, 
Feb 8 atl. 
Pet Jan 21, Feb 20 at Il. 
Feb 8 at 2. Paule & 


London. Pet Jan 21. Feb 8 at 12. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bolsover, Wm, jun, Kingston-upon-Hull, Merchant’s Foreman, Pet 
Jan 24, Kingston-upon-Hull, Feb 7 at 11. Summers, Hull, ~ 





Bostock, ein, Whitwick, nalieniiel: Blacksmith, Pet Jan 24, Ash- 
by-de-la- Zouch, Feb 6 at 11. Cheatle, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. 

Brackenbury, Percy Wm, Upton, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Land Sur- 
veyor. Pet Jan 25, Leeds, Feb 8at 12. England & Co, Hull. 

Buckley, Joseph, Tunstall, Stafford, Tobacconist. Pet Jan 25, Han- 
ley, Feb 25 at Ll. Sutton, Burslem. 





Bullock, Hy, Hanley, Stafford, Journeyman Potter. Pet Jan 25. 
Hanley, Feb 25 at 11. Moxon, Hanley. 
Clark, Peter, Robert-st, Kingston- -upon-Hull, Brewer. Pet Jan 25, 


Leeds, Feb 8 at 12. Hudson & Noble, Hull. 

Cooper, Thos Edwin, Birm, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan26. Birm, 
Feb l0at 12, Smith, Birm. 

Davies, Edwa, Halifax, Roller Coverer. Pet Jan 24. Halifax, Feb 10 
at 10. Jubb, Halifax. 

Davison, Robt, Cheetham, Manch, Comm Agent. Pet Jan 25. Salford, 
Feb 11 at 9.30. Nuttall, Manch. 

o-. Wn, Little Torrington, Devon, Farmer. Pet Jan 18. Exeter, 

7 at 11. Floud, Exeter. 

Hackett, Thos, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Attorney. Pet Jan 25. 
Birm, Feb 27 at 10. Powell & Son, Birm. 

Hampton, Joseph, Newport, Isle of Wight, Horse Dealer. Adj Jan 17. 
Newport, Feb 11 at 11. Blake, Newport. 

Hartland, Wm, jun, North Malvern, Worcester, Butcher, Pet Jan 21. 
Upton-upon-Severn, Feb 10 at 12, Wilson, Worcester. 

Hobson, Nehemiah, Hulme, Lancaster, out of business, Pet Jan 23. 
Salford, Feb 11 at 9.30. Grundy, Manch. 

Hughes, Hugh, Maesmaur, Llanddogel, Adj Jan 18. 
Llanrwst, Feb 4 at 12. Griffith, Llanrwst. 

Jones, Eliz, Lpool, out of business. Pet Jan 23, Lpool, Feb 9 at 3. 
Husband, Lpool. 
Jones, Septimus, Northampton, Beerseller. Pet Jan 21. Northampton, 
Feb 9atll. Shield & White, Northampton, 
Jones, Wm Hy, Birm, Boot Maker. Pet Jan 23, 
Ladbury, Birm. 

Knowles, Ezra, Bradford, York, Boot Maker. 
Feb 14 at 10. Hill, Bradford. 

Lancashire, John, Middieton, nr Manch, Lancaster, Crinoline Manu. 
facturer. Pet Jan2l. Manch, Feb9at 12. Leigh, Manch. 

Lawton, Israel, Mossley, Lancaster, Dye Winder, Pet Jan 26. Ash- 
ton-under-Lyne, Feb 9 at 12. Toy, Ashton-under-Lyne. 

Lester, Wm, Everton, Lpool, Chemist. Adj Jan 18. Lpool, Feb7 at 
3. Hime, Lpool. 

Loader, Richd, Preston, Lancaster, French Polisher. 
Preston, Feb 11 at 10. Edelston, Preston. 


Denbigh. 


Birm, Feb 27 at 10. 


Pet Jan 21. Bradford, 


Pet Jan 21, 


Lofthouse, Jas, Hyde, Chester, Furniture Dealer. Pct Jan 25. Hyde, 
Feb 8 at12. Hibbert, Hyde. 
Moore, Richd, Lpool, Brewer. Pet Jan 16, Lpool, Feb9at1l. Nor- 


ris, Lpool. 

Parkin, Hy, Barrow, Lincoln, Shoemaker, 
Humber, Feb 7 at 11. Mackrill, Barton, 

Poole, Wm Pearce, Honiton, Devon, Schoolmaster, Pet Jan 18. 
Exeter, Feb 7 at li. Floud, Exeter. 

Powell, Maria, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Jan 18, 
Feb 8 at 3. Hime. Lpool. 

Pullen, Ernest, Birm, Brassfounder. 
Allen, Birm, 

Rees, Richd, Neath, Glamorgan, Cabinet Maker. 
Feb 10 at ll. King & Plumber, Bristol. 

Richardson, John, Bradford, York, Cordial Manufacturer, 
Bradford, Feb 14 at 10. Harle, Leeds. 

Rose, Caleb, Rochester, Baker. Adj Jan 19. 
Ackworth, Rochester. 

Ruffle, John, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Commercial Traveller, 
21. Newport, Feb 11 at 12. Urry, Ventnor. 

Sparks, Saml, Bath, Somerset, Tripe Dresser, 
7atll. Ricketts, Bath. 

Stephenson, Hy, Salford, Lancaster, out of business, 
Salford, Feb 11 at 930. Gardner, Manch, 

Stevens, Jacob, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, out of business. Pet 
Jan 24. Merthyr Tydfil, Feb 7 at 11. Pickering, Merthyr Tydfil. 
Sutton, Danl, Loughborough, Leicester, Tailor. Pet Jan 25. Lough- 

borongh, Feb Il at 10, Giles, Loughborough. 

Taunt, Geo, Oxford, Engine Fitter. Adj Jan 19. Oxford, Feb 8 at 11. 
Tomlinson, Jas, Leeds, Builder. Pet Jan 20. Leeds, Feb 8 at 12. 
Whiteley, Leeds. 
Towers, Saml, Leeds, 

Hopps, Leeds. 
Wheatley, Wm, Kingston upon-Hull, 

Leeds, Feb 8 at 12. Summers, Hull. 
Wood, Wm, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancaster, out of business. Pet Jan 

24, amen under-Lyne, Feb 9 at 12, Drinkwater, Ashton-under- 


Ly 
Wilton, "Eliza, Ely, Cambridge, Grocer. Pet Jan 19. Ely, Feb 7 at 
TuEsDAY, Jan. 31, 1865. 


Il. or: O88 
To Surrender in London. 

Agg, Sophia Harriet, Paternoster-row, Bookbinder. Pet Jan 27. 
Feb 23 at 12, Le Blanc & Torr, New Bridge-st, Blackfriars. 

Baines, Cooke, Cheapside, Comm Agent. Pet Jan 26, Feb 20 atl. 
Plunkett, Cheapside. 

Burg, Karl, & Percy Hopkins, Hastings, Sussex, Booksellers. [ct 
Jan 26. Feb atl. Savory & Norris, Hastings. 
Chamberlin, Geo, Whitchurch, Hants, Plumber. Pet Jan 26. Feb 13 
at 12. Austen & Co, Gray’s-inn, agents for Clarke, Whitchurch, 
Chapman, Thos Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Jan 21, Teb 
27 at tl. 

Clubb, Geo, Colchester, Essex, Pet Jan 17. 
Smythies & Co, Colchester. 

Cole, John, Larkhall-lane, Clapham, out of business. 
Feb 22 atl. Pope, Old Broad-st, 


Pet Jan 23. Barton-one 
Lpool, 
Pet Jan 23. Birm, Feb 27 at 10. 
Pet Jan 25. Bristol, 
Tet Jan 24, 
Rochester, Feb 7 at 2. 
Pet Jan 
Pet Jan 18, Bath, Feb 


Pet Jan 24. 










Carter. Pet Jan 21. Leeds, Feb 8 at 12, 


Pawnbroker. Pet Jan 23. 


Engineer. Feb 10 at 2. 


Pet Jan 27. 


Dickins, John, Hackney-rd, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 25. Feb 20 
atll. E llis & Co, Lombard-st. 

Durrant, Hy, Norwich, Grocer. Pet Jan 26. Feb l4at2. Sadd,jun, 
Norwich. 

Fletcher, Greenville, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 21. Feb 22 


at 2. 
Ganney, Edwd, Phillipp-st, Kingsland-rd, Manager to a Cab Pro- 
prietor. Pet Jan27. Feb l4atl. Hill, Basinghall-st. 
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Pet Jan 25. 
Feb 13 at 12. 
Feb 13 at 12. 


Graves, Chas, Richmond-pl, Marylebone, @ieneneer, 
eb 15 at 12. Juckes, Basinghall-st. 
Green, Walter, Prisoner for Debt, Oxford. Adj Jan 19. 
Aldridge. 
Grieves,’Jas, Poultry,Comm Merchant. Pet Jan 27. 
Dimsdale, Poult 


Hall, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 21. Feb I4at 2. 
Graham, Coleman-st. 
Harding, Wm, Blackheath, Kent, Builder. Pet Jan 26. Feb 13 at I!. 


Harcourt. Coleman-st. 

Hartley, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Oxford. 

Keeling, Enoch Bassett, Gray’s-inn, Architect. 
at i2. Smith, Throgmorton-st. 

Knight, Wm, Little Marylebone-st, Journeyman Baker, Pet Jan 26. 
Feb 20 at 1. Drake, Walbrook. 

McIntosh, Chas Harry De Mortimer, Islington, Solicitor’s Clerk. Pet 
Jan 25. Feb 13 at ll. Grout, Cannon-st. 

Maniere, Edwd, Bedford-row, Attorney-at-Law, Pet Jan 26. Feb 13 


Adj Jan 19. Feb 20 at 2. 
Pet Jan 25. Feb 20 


at ll. Few & Cole, Southwark. 

Morgan, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan24(forpau). Feb 
14 atl. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Nyberg, Edwd, Bucklersbury, Merchant. Pet Jan 24. Feb 20 at 1 


Lawrence, Old Jewry-chambers. 
Pecover, Joseph, Westbourne-ter North, Paddington, Upholsterer. 
Pet Jan 26. Feb 20at 12. Warner, Bloomsbury 
Pedly, Wm, Bartholomew-sq, no business. Pet io 28. Febl6at 1}. 


Mason, Symond’s-inn. 
Reed, John, Swan-st, Bethnal-gn, Flour Factor. Pet Jan 26, Feb 16 


at ll. Tripp, Dane’s-inn, Strand. 
Say, Hy Wm, East-st, W: alworth, Builder. Pet Jan2l. Feb 22 at 2. 
Shannon, Michael Joseph, Woolwich, Kent. Pet Jan 26, Feb 13 at 11. 


Cooper, Charing-cross. 

Spicer, John, Finedon, Northampton, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 17. Feb 
= at2. Roscoe & Hincks, King-st, Finsbury-sq, and Cook, Wel- 
ington. 

Stone, Geo, New Wharf, Whitefriars, Merchant's Clerk. Pat Jan 27. 
Feb 20 at 2. Roberts & Vaughan, Bucklersbury. 

Tatham, Augusta, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 25 (for pau). 
Feb 14 at 2. Kent, Mitre-ct-chambers 

Werndly, Hy, W ‘o0d-st, Journeyman Watch Maker. Pet Jan 27, Feb 
13 at 12. Hicks, Moorgate-st. 

Wersley, Joseph Jas, Prisoner tor Debt, London, Pet Jan 26 (for pau). 


eb 14 at 2. Atkinson, Chancery-lane. 
Wright, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 26 (for pan). Feb 
20 at 1. Atkinson, Chancery-lane. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Armitage, John, Pudsey, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Pet Jan 27. 


Bradford, Feb 14 at 9.45. Hill, Bradford. 

aoe, John, Birm, Factor. Pet Jan 23, Birm, Feb 10 at 12. Allen, 

irm, 

Beddard, Jas, Wombourne, out of business. Pet Jan 28. Birm, Feb 
15 at 12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Bond, John, jun, South Stockton, York, Tailor, Pet Jan 24, Stockton- 
on-Tees, Feb 4 at 2. Webster, Darlington. 

Buxton, Saml, Leeds, York, Contractor. Pet Jan 26, Leeds, Feb 13 
at ll. Shackleton & Whiteley, Leeds. 

Cavanagh, Andrew, Manch, Beerseller. Pet Jan 26. Manch, Feb 13 
at 9.30. Richardson & Brandwood, Manch. 

Clague, Wm, Lpool, Joiner, Pet Jan 26. Lpool, Feb 13 at 3. Pem- 
berton, Lpool. 
Cockerill, Wm, Nerthampton, Butcher. Pet Jan 26. 
Feb ll at 10. Shield & White, Northampton. 
Cross, Walter, Minster, Kent, Tailor. Pet Jan 28. 
at ll. Towne, Ramsgate. 

Dawson, Edwin, Sheffield, York, Pianoforte Dealer. 
Leeds, Feb 17 at 12. Unwin, Sheffiel 

Evans. Jenkin, Conwyl Cayo, no business. 
l0oatll. Clifton & Beckingham, Bristol. 

Evans, Richd, Hulme, Labourer. Pct Jan 26, 
Smith, Manch. 

Finlinson, Jas. Leeds, York, Grocer. 
North & Sons, Leeds, 

Finney, John, Hanley, Stafford, Butcher. 
at il. Tennant, Hanley. 

Glaister, John, Holme Cultram, Cumberland, Cooper. Pet Jan 27. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Feb 17 at 12. Watson, Newcastle-npon- 


Northampton, 
Rameggate, Feb 16 
Pet Jan 26, 
Pet Jan 26. Bristol, Feb 
Salford, Feb 11 at 9.30. 
Pet Jan2!. Leeds, Feb 13 at 11. 


Tet Jan 26. Hanley, Feb 25 


Pet Jan 26. 
Lichfield, Feb 


Tyne. 

Griffiths, David Jas, Llandilo, Carmarthen, Printer. 
Bristol, Feb 10 at 11. Benson, Bristol, 

Hagues, Chas Walter, Lichfield, Grocer. Pet Jan 25. 
10 at 10. Wilson, Lichfield. 

Halliwell, Thos, Lancaster, Manufacturer. Manch, Feb 
10 at 12. Sale & Co, Manch, 

Harrald, Wm, Bury St Edmund’s, out of business. Pet Jan 28, 
Bury St Edmund’s, Feb 14 at 11. Salmon, Bury St Edmund’s. 

Harton, Hy, Ilkeston, Derby, Gent. Pet Jan20. ‘Leeds, Feb 17 at 12. 
Fretson, Sheffield. 

Hickman, Geo, Birm, Gun Lock Filer. Tet Jan 25, Birm, Feb 27 at 
10. Allen, Birm. 

Tiills, Hy, Gateshead, Durham, Provision Dealer. Pet Jan 26. Dar- 
lington, Feb 15 at 12. Scaife & Britton, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Holt, John, Radcliffe, Lancaster, Beerseller. Pet Jan 26. Feb 14 
at 12. Swan, Manchester. 

Ingham, Jas, Colne, Lancaster, Stamp Distributor. 
Manch, Feb 16 at 11. Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch. 
Jackson, Peter, Geo Grime, & Matthew Berry, Blackburn, Lancaster, 

Cotton Spinners. Manch, Pet Jan 17. Rigson & Robinson, Manch. 
Joyes, Albt, Birm, Hosier. Pet Jan27. Birm, Feb 15 at 12. Hawkes, 


Pet Jan 25. 


Pet Jan 27. 


Birm, . 
Manley, John, Rainford, Lancaster, Grocer, Tet Jan 28. Lpool, Feb 
tat ll. Worship, Lpool. 
Martin, Hy, Tipton, Stafford, Retail Brewer. Pet Jan 30. Birm, Feb 
17 at 12. Jackson, Westbromwich. 
Randall, Wm John Fisher, Southsea, Hants, Grocer’s Assistant. Pet 


Jan 26, Portsmouth, Feb 21 at 11. White, Portsea. 
Renyon, Jas Garsden, Wigan, Lancaster, Boot Top Maker. 
18, Wigan, Feb 23 at 


Adj Jan 
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Pet Jan 26. Manch, Feb 15 at 
Pet Jan 27. 


Pet Jan 9. Bristol, 


Rolason, John, Manch, Metal Broker, 
ll. Peacock, Manch. 

Scoble, Richd, Bodminland, Cornwall, 
Exeter, Feb 10 at 12. Floud, Exeter, 
Smart, Thos H., Cardiff, Glamorgan, Outfitter. 

Feb 10 at ll. King & Plummer, Brist ol. 
Speight, John, La ter, Rope M turer. Pet Jan 26, Manch, 
Feb 13 at 12. Cobbett &W heeler, Manch. 
Taylor, Hy, Birm, Factor. Pet Jan 27. Birm, Feb 10 at 12, Allen, 
Pet Jan 26. Ripon, Feb 


Tronmonger. 





Birm. 
Taylor, John, West Tanfield, York, Butcher. 
Oat 2. Fisher, Masham. 
Till, Richd, Worcester, Butcher. Pet Jan 26. Worcester, Feb 14 at 12. 


Corles, Worcester. 
Tomlinson, Peter, Hauley, Stafford, Tailor. Pet Jan 26. Hanley, Feb 


25 at ll. Tennant, Hanley. 

Underwood, Robt Crowley, Gloucester, Miller. Pet Jan 24. Bristol, 
Feb l0atll. Press & inskip, Bristol. 

Watts, Edwd Fredk, Gravesend, Kent,Comm Agent. Pet Jan 26, 
Gravesend, Feb !l at 11. Sharland, Gravesend. 

Watts, Joseph, Gloucester, out of business. Pet Jan 28. Bristol, Feb 


13at 11. Wilkes, Gloucester. 
Wilder, Joseph, Aston-juxta-Birm, Warwick, Licensed Victualler, Pet 


Jan 27. Birm, Feb 27 at 10. Robinson, Birm. 

Williams, Owen, Ystradgunlais, Brecon, Grocer. Pet Jan 25. Neath, 
Feb 13 at 11. Kempthorne, Neath, 

Willis, John, Maidstone, Kent, Iron aud Brass Founder. Pet Jan 26. 
Maidstone, Feb 9 at 11. Morgan, Maidstone. 

Wingardh, August, Durham, Shipbroker. Pet Jan 27. Newcastle- 


upon-Tyne, Feb 17 at 12. Turnbull & Bell, West Hartlepool. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
TveEspay, Jan. 31, 1865. 
Lane, Edw, Fish-st-hill, Provision Merchant. Jan 25. 
Woodard, Ephraim, Portobello-p], Kensington-pk, Plumber. Jan 26. 








ND, near the Coast of 
Regular 
Desforges, 


O BE SOLD.— AN ISLA 
Provence, containing 5,000 Acres, House, and Farms. 
communications by Government Steamers —Address, Mr. 
Notary, 1, Rue d’Hauteville, Paris. 


| pgfan AND HOUSES, Country and Town 
‘4 Residences, Landed Estates, Investments, Hunting Seats, Fishing 
and Shooting Quarters, Manors, &¢.—Mr. JAMES BEAL’S REGISLER of 
the above, published on the {st of each month, forwarded per post, or 
may be had on application at the Office, 209, Piccadilly, W.—Particulars 
for insertion should be forwarded not later than the 28th of each month, 








Periodical Sales of Absolute or Contingent Reversions to Funded or other 
Property, Annuities, Policies of Assurance, Life Interests, Railway, 
Dock, and other Shares, Bonds, Clerical Preferments, Rent Charges, and 
all other descriptions of present or prospective Property. é 

N R. FRANK LEWIS begs to give notice that his 

| SALES for the present year will take place at the GUILD- 

HALL COFFEEHOUSE, Gresham-street, on the following days, viz.:— 

Friday, February 10, Friday, May 12, Friday, September g, 
Friday, March 10, Friday, June 9, Friday, October 13, 
Friday, April 14, Friday, July 14, Friday, November 10 
Friday, August 11, Friday, December 8. 
Particulars cf properties intended for sale are requested to be forwarded 
at least 14 days prior to either of the above dates, to the offices of the 

auctioneer, 36, Coleman-street, E.C., where information as to value, &c., 

and printed cards of terms may be hi ad. 


NLACK’S FENDER AND F IR E- IRON WARE- 
AJ HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 4s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. Gd. to 503.: Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. setof six. Table Knives and 
Forks, &s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 73. 6d. Tea-trays, 
6s. 6d, set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s. 6d. ; Coal Seuttles, 2s. 6d. A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 years. 
Ivory Table Knives, I4s., 16s., and 18s. per dozen. White Bone Knives 
and Forks, 8s. 9d. and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All war- 
ranted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon- 
gery, &c. Maybe had gratis or post free. Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
celebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 

er rail. 
" RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 















to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern. Thread, King’s. 
s. d. £s34 £nd £8. 4 

Tabie Forks, per doz... 110 Oandl 18 0 28 0 300 
Dessert ditto ..... - | 0 Oand!1 0 0 115 a 220 
Table Spoons .... «» 110 Oandl 18 0 28 0 300 
Dessert ditto : - | 0 Oand1 10 0 115 0 ye 
Tea Spoons ...... 012 OandoO 18 0 Las 110 6 
Every Article fe fable asin Silver. A Sample Tea Spoon for- 


e 
warded on receir* of 20 stamps. 





yo ‘SOLICITOR S, &c., requiring DEED BOXES, 
will find the best-ma: ie article lower than any other house. Lists 
of Prices and sizes may be had gratis cr sent post free. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Som erset House 
Established nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 sent carriage free, 
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i gtdeerd per CENT. GUARANTEED on MONEY 
iN Invested, in first registered Mortgages, through the medium of the 
TRUST AND AGENCY COMPANY OF AUSTRALASIA (Limited). 
DIRECTORS, 
William Frederick Baring, Esq. 
F, A. Bevan, Esq. (Messrs. Barciay, Bevan, Tritton, Twells, & Co.). 
Andrew Bonar, Esq., Pembridge-square. 
W. W. Cargill, Esq., M.P., Connaught-place West, Hyde-park. 
Alfred Denison, Esq., Albemarle-street. 
Henry Kingscote, Esq., Eaton-place. 
Hon. Arthur Kinnaird, M.P. (Messrs. Ransom, Bouverie, & Co.). 
Henry Loftus Wigram, Esq., Grosvenor-square. 
Offices, 31, St. Swithin’s-lane, London, E.C. 
The Company, as agents, effect investments in first registered mort- 
gages in Australia and New Zealand, to pay investors seven per cent. per 
annum, the interest being guaranteed and paid half-yearly by the Com- 


THE SOLICITORS’ J 


any. 
The Company also issue Five per Cent. Debentures for loans for three 
or more years. The debentures, besides being secured by the paid-up 
capital and property under mortgage to the Company, have, in addition, 
the guarantee of uncalled proprietary capital sufficient alone to liquidate 
in full the whole of the debentures that may be issued ; and further, in 
order that the debenture-holders should be most amply protected, it is 
expressly provided by the Company's constitution that the Directors may 
borrow only to the extent of the uncalled subscribed share capital. 
Full particulars on application to the undersigned. 
By order, JAMES HORA, General Manager. 


EBENTURES at 5, 5}, and 6 per CENT.— 
CEYLON COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Subscribed Capital, £500,000. 
Dinectors. 

Lawford Acland, Esq., Chairman, Duncan James Kay, Esq. 
Major-Gen. Henry Pelham Burn. Stephen P. Kennard, Esq. 
Harry George Gordon, Esq. ; Patrick F. Robertson, Esq. 
George Ireland, Esq. Robert Smith, Esq. 

Manager—C. J. Bratne, Esq. 

The Directors are prepared to ISSUE DEBENTURES for one, three, 
and five years, at 5, 54, and 6 per Cent. respectively. 

They are also prepared to invest Money on Mortgage in Ceylon and 
Mauiitius, either with or without the guarantee of the Company, as may 
be arranged, 

Applications for particulars to be made at the office of the company, 
No. 12, Leadenhall-street, London.—By order, 

JOHN ANDERSON, Secretary. 





"DEBENTURES AT SIX PER CENT. 

THE EAST INDIA FINANCIAL ASSOCIA- 
TION (Limited)— 

Subscriled Cupital, £1,000,000, 


DIREcTORS, 
Chairman—Henry D. Cartwright, Esq. 
Lewis Balfour, Esq. Thomas Maltby Robinson. Esq. 
James Layton, Esq. Sir J. Sibbald D. Scott, Bart. 
Lieut.-Colone] Wm, McGeorge. Henry Danby Seymour, Esq. M.P. 
William Moran, Esq. Falkiner C, Sandes, Esq. 
J. Carrington Palmer, Esq. | 
G. F. Rimington, Esq., Manager. 

Fstablished Agencies and Committees in Calcutta and Bombay— 
Issues Debentures, for ‘Three to Five Years, at Six per Cent. Interest, 
payable half-yearly, secured by all the property and unpaid Capital of the 
Company, ireluding LAND AND HOUSE MORTGAGE SECURITIES 
IN INDIA, WHICH ARE TO BE ALWAYS EQUAL IN AMOUNT TO 
THE SUM OF DEBENTURES ISSUED, 

7, East India-avenue, Leadenhali-street, London, 


IX PER CENT. DEBENTURES.—The Directors 

of the INNS OF COURT HOTEL COMPANY (Limited) are now 

prepared to receive TENDERS of LOANS on DEBENTURES of £50 or 
£100 each, for the term of 7 years, at 6 per cent. per annum. 

The Loan to be secured as a first-charge on the freehold property of 
the Company, the value of which is estimated at not less than £120,000, 
The sum of nearly £70,000 has been already expended on the security, 

No Tenders will be received after Ist March next. 

For further particulars apply to the Secretary, at the offices, 63, Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields, W.C., who will supply forms of application, which may 
also be obtained from the Company’s Bankers, the Agra and Mastermans’ 
Bank (Limited), 35, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 

By order of the Board, 
Hi T, L, BEWLEY, Secretary, 


1 Fie UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
COMPANY. 
Chief Oftices—126, Cuancery Lane, W.C. 
Subscribed Capital—-ONE MILLION STERLING. 
The Fire and Life Departments are under one management, but with 
separate Funes and Accounts. 
Chairman—Sir WILLIAM FOSTER, Bart. 
Deputy-Chairman—Mr, Serjeant MANNING, Q.A.8. 





January, 1865. 








FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

Capital £750,000, in addition to the Premiums and Reserve Fund. 

Business consists of the best classes of risks. 

Insurants will be allowed the full benefit of the Reduction of Duty. 

Claims settled promptly and liberally. ¢ 

é LIFE DEPARTMENT. 
Capital £250,000, in addition to the Premiums and Reserye Fund, 
PREMIUMS MODERATE. 

A Bonus every five years. Next Bonus in 1869. The Bonus in 1859 
amounted to from 25 to 80 per cent. per annum on the premiums paid, 
varying with the ages of the insured. 

_ Copies of the Directors’ Report and Balance-sheet, and every informa- 
tion, may be obtained at the Chief Cffice, or of any of the Agents of the 
Company, FRANK McGEDY, Secretary, 


OURNAL & REPORTER. 








Feb. 4, 1865. 
HE NATIONAL REVERSIONARY INVEST- 
MENT COMPANY, Instituted 1837, for the Purchase of Absolute 
or Contingent Reversions, Life Interests, and Policies of Assurance on 
Lives.-—Oftice, 63, Old Broad-street, London, 
John Pemberton Heywood, Esq., Chairman. 
Edward Ward Scadding, Esq., Deputy-Chairman. 

Consulting Counsel—George Lake Russel!, Esq. 
Solicitors—Messrs. Iliffe, Russell, & Iliffe, Bedford-row. 
Actuary—Francis A. Engelbach, Esq. (the Alliance Assurance Company), 

Forms for submitting proposals for sale may be obtained at the offices 
of the Company. G. A. RENDALL, Secty. 


OLICITORS’ and GENERAL LIFE ASSUR- 
KJ ANCE SOCIETY, 52, Chancery-lane, London, W.C.—Subscribed 
Capital, One Million, Four-fifths of the profits on the Participating 
Class divided quinquennial!y among the assured. Fourth division of 
profits in 1866. CHARLES JOHN GILL, Sec. 


ANTED, by the LIFE INVESTMENT, 

MORTGAGE, and ASSURANCE COMPANY (Limited), DIS- 

TRICT SUPERINTENDENTS of AGENTS for several localities in 

England and Scotland. Middle-aged men preferred.— Apply, Head Office, 
8, New Bridge-street, Blackfriars, EDWIN YELLAND, Manager. 








ING’S COLLEGE, LONDON.— EVENING 
CLASSES in preparation for the Examinations of the Incorpo- 
rated Law Society, by JOUN CUTLER, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
1, For the Firal Examination. 
A Course of 14 Lectures, &c., on Thursday evenings, at 7 o'clock, 
beginning February 16th, 1865. 
2. For the Intermediate Examination. 
A Course of 14 Lectures, &c., on Monday evenings, at 7 o'clock. 
beginning February 13th, 1865, 
Fee for either course, £1 11s. 6d. For further information apply to 
J. W. Cunningham, Esq., King’s College, London. 
R. W. JELF, D.D., Principal. 
Par! STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 
AT THE LAW INSTITUTION, CHANCERY-LANE. 
This Society will meet on Tuesday, the 7th February irst., at 7 o'clock, 
p-m., to discuss the LeGaL Question, No. 343, 
18, Essex-st., Strand, W.C. G. SANGSTER GREEN, Secretary. 








The Law Libraries of the late C. H. Pulley, Esq., of Hackney, and of a 
Barrister deceased. 


R. HODGSON will SELL by AUCTION, at his 
. ROOMS, 115, Chancery-lane, W.C., on THURSDAY, FEB- 
RUARY 9, at ONE o’clock, valuable LAW BOOKS, as above, comprising 
Ruffhead’s Statutes at Large, from Magna Charta to 1864; Law Journal, 
1827 to 1848; Public General Statutes, 25 vols.; The Jurist, 1837 to 
1354; Smith’s Leading Cases; Clark’s House of Lords’ Cases, 9 vols. and 
3 parts; complete sets of the Reports of Vesey, De Gex, Macnaughten, & 
Gordon, Beavan, Kay & Jounson, Adolphus & Ellis, new series ; Common 
Bench, new series; as well as two series of the Common Law and Chan- 
cery Reports from the earliest times. 
To be viewed and catalogues had. 
Law Digest, now ready, price £1 7s. 6d., 
OTANDA DIGEST for 1863-64, with Synoptical 
Index.—The portion relating to Statutes, General Orders, &c., is 
arranged tabularly, by which all decisions on Statutes, &c., can be seen 
at a glance. The Index to the General Law also affords a new and par- 
ticularly ready access to all the decisions thereon, with references to 
leading cases and text-books. The Digest is kept up biennially, at an 
annual subscription of 15s. 
In the press, ‘ Notanda,” No. 1, for 1865. 
T. F. A. Day, 13, Carey-street, London, W.C. 


Pocket Edition, now ready, price 3s. 6d., cloth, 

re*HE COMPANIES ACT, 1862, with Analytical 

References and Copious Index, together with an Appendix cone 

taining Table B. Joint Stock Companies Act, 1846, and Rules in Chancery 
under Companies Act, 1862. By ANTHONY PULBROOK, Solicitor. 

Also, by the same Author, price 2s. 6d., cloth, 

1 + , 

A TREATISE ON COMPANIES LIMITED BY 

7 GUARANTEE, showing their applicability to Mining, and other 

commercial purposes. 
Errincuam Wixson, Royal Exchange. 





A sedond edition of 


hk y IN ROMAN LAW, with comparative 
views of the Laws of France, England, and Scotland. By LORD 
MACKENZIE, one of the Judges of the Court of Session in Scotland 
Octavo, price 12s, 

W, Buackwoop & Sons, Edinburgh aud London, 


VHE COMPANIES ACT, 1862.—The Books and 
Forms required under the above Act, also all other kinds of 
Account Books, with every Stationery requisite for Public Companies, 
the Counting-house, &c , supplied on the best terms. Printing of every 
description, Share Certificates, Official Seals, &c., designed and executed. 
Asu & Frunt, 49, Fleet-street, E.C., and London-bridge, S.E. 





JROOKS & SCIIALLER (removed from Piccadilly). 
—The INDEX, printed MONTHLY (first published in 1820), of 
ESTATES, Country and Town Houses, Manors, Hunting Quarters, Shoot- 
ings and Fishings, Farms, &c., to be LET or SOLD, can be had (free) at 
their Offices, 25, Charles-street, St. James’s, S.W., opposite the Jun ior 
United Service Club, Particulars inserted without charge, but for next 
publication must be forwarded before the 23th of each month. 





